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PART  1: Review Comments  
 
 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Insert topics in the abstract according to the correct 
format. 
 
Insert a picture of better quality (bone scan) - try a print 
screen. 
 
Language review. 

 Correct Formatting of abstract  has been 
done. 
Picture of bone scan is removed. 
Language review has been done. 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

Although the article does not have an epidemiological 
objective, it is interesting that the data contained in the 
discussion (lines 160-165) are updated. The authors 
cite data from 2012. Update, if possible. 
 
It would be interesting that the profile of the sample 
was exposed in a table containing a quantitative 
distribution by age, stage of disease, type of treatment, 
morphological and molecular classification. This type of 
information is important for the reader to understand 
the clinical context that their study was developed. 
 
The second conclusion is beyond the scope of the 
study (line 223). To say that the marker CA 15-3 is a 
significant and sensitive but not specific tumor marker 
for detection of bone metastasis in breast cancer, the 
authors need to expose statistical tests for specificity 
and sensitivity. 
 
To evaluate the sensitivity and specificity of the bone 
scan is not an objective of the study. I suggest entering 
statistical tests or withdraw such a statement so there 
is more coherence between objective and conclusion. 

 
Epidemiological data  is updated 
 
 
A table containing a quantitative distribution by 
age, stage of disease has been included.  
 
Type of treatment, morphological and 
molecular classification was not included in the 
study 
 
 
 
 
 
2nd conclusion has been cut b/c it was not the 
objective of study and not proved in our study. 
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Side results should be avoided during the conclusion. 
 

Optional/General  comments 
 

The article has a simple and interesting aim. Provides 
additional information on the molecular study of the 
breast cancer and strengthens the importance of the 
tumor markers during the approach to this disease. The 
following suggestions to improve the scientific quality of 
the manuscript.  
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