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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides valuable real-world epidemiological and clinicopathological data on breast cancer patients with bone metastasis in an Indonesian tertiary referral hospital. Such regional data are important, as metastatic breast cancer characteristics can vary according to population demographics, healthcare access, and screening practices. The study contributes to understanding patterns of advanced disease presentation in developing healthcare settings and highlights the ongoing burden of late-stage breast cancer. The findings may support improvements in early detection strategies and multidisciplinary management of metastatic breast cancer.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes.

The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study design, population, location, and study period. It is appropriate for an original descriptive research article. No alternative title is required.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally clear, well-structured, and informative. It adequately presents the study aim, methodology, key results, and conclusion.

Minor suggestions for improvement:

· Consider briefly stating that the study is descriptive and retrospective in the Methods section of the abstract.

· Adding one short sentence on the clinical relevance of the findings (e.g., implications for early detection or treatment planning) could strengthen the conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for a descriptive retrospective study.

· The study design is suitable for the stated objective.

· Inclusion and exclusion criteria are clearly described.

· Data analysis using univariate descriptive statistics is appropriate for characterizing patient profiles.

· Results are logically presented and clearly discussed in relation to existing literature.

However, the authors may consider explicitly acknowledging the limitations inherent to retrospective single-center studies (e.g., lack of survival analysis, potential missing data) more clearly in the Discussion section.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate, relevant, and up-to-date.
The manuscript appropriately cites:

· Foundational literature on bone metastasis biology,

· Recent clinical and epidemiological studies,

· International guidelines and reviews.

No additional references are strictly required, although inclusion of one or two regional Southeast Asian studies on metastatic breast cancer (if available) could further strengthen contextual relevance.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is generally clear and understandable, with appropriate scientific terminology.

Minor grammatical and stylistic issues are present (e.g., article usage, punctuation, and sentence flow), but these do not affect scientific clarity. A light professional English language editing would be sufficient.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables are clear, well-organized, and informative.

· The Discussion section effectively integrates findings with prior literature.

· The conclusion is consistent with the results and does not overstate claims.
Overall, the manuscript represents a solid descriptive contribution to the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified.
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