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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This paper provides a useful overview of the emerging market of mobile health (mHealth) apps for cancer self-management with focus on the presence-or absence-of patient-centered design principles. What is novel about CANS is its recognition of significant discrepancies between application functionalities designed by health technologists and the actual requirements of cancer patients. This research contributes to the digital health field by emphasizing participatory design, inclusivity, emotional support and accessibility for healthcare technology. For scientific community as a whole, it emphasises the requirement for closer inter-professional working of clinicians, developers and patients in order to increase usability as well as continued usage of cancer management tools.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “Patient-Centered Design in Cancer Self-management Applications: Features and Gaps in Addressability of Patient Preferences” is suitable and describes the content of the paper. It represents the two-pronged themes of feature and design gaps in cancer management apps.
	

	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 strong and dense with information about the goals, methods, key findings and implications of the study. It also makes it obvious that the need for patient-centredness has not been identified within existing mHealth tools. But for the better:

In the abstract, it may be useful to mention quantitative dimensions (number of studies reviewed or categories of identified gaps) only briefly in order to provide context.

One key message or future direction (such as the importance of participatory co-design frameworks) in one sentence as abstract conclusion would enrich the conclusion of abstract.

On the whole, through the abstract readers should be able to gain a sense for what this article is about and what it reveals.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically valid and well-organized; it provides an extensive and systematic literature review including evidence from several recent studies. The method of review (narrative literature review) was suitable for the aim and appropriate sources have been cited to support the findings. 
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