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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.


	Cancer related fatigue is very common and negatively affects the quality of life. Non-pharmaceutical approaches to help alleviate this symptom is extremely important.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	  Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes but errors note. See below.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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	Optional/General comments


	Introduction is too long - maybe part of it should be transferred to discussion.

References are APA style.

A study conducted by Yasunori Nakamura et al., concluded .......

cancer patients (Ikeuchi et al., 2020).

There is no reference by Yasunori N ... in the references? Is the correct reference Ikeuchi et al?

Under Figure 1:

(Carroll, Kohli, Mustian et al.2006) is missing in the references. It is also not found on google. Was permission to use the figure obtained?

All references need to be checked for accuracy.

Figure 2 is not clear. The rectangle - full text articles excluded (107) is confusing

Missing Table 1 and Figure 3

Ideally a narrative review should be structured differently. The preferred approach is the IMRAD (Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion) (Green BN, Johnson CD, Adams A. Writing narrative literature reviews for peer-reviewed journals: secrets of the trade. J Chiropratic Medicine 2006;5:101–117)
Results and Discussion should be separated.

Under Results & Discussions, only 6 studies were discussed while the results mentioned 8 studies were included in this narrative review.

Poorly structured. Most of the section under Aims should also be under Discussion. Aims can also be discarded.
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