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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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.


	The manuscript addresses an increasingly relevant and clinically important topic in dermatology and hair restoration—the role of platelet-rich plasma (PRP) as an adjuvant therapy in hair transplantation. With the rising global prevalence of androgenetic alopecia and growing patient interest in minimally invasive biological therapies, studies evaluating PRP’s effect on graft survival and hair growth are of significant value. The paper contributes additional clinical evidence to a field where protocols still lack universal standardization. Despite the small sample size, the findings provide useful preliminary data that may inform future controlled trials and clinical practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript.
Optional improved alternative:
“Effect of Platelet-Rich Plasma on Hair Growth and Graft Survival Following Direct Hair Implantation in Androgenetic Alopecia Patients.”
	

	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 clearly presents the aim, methods, results, and conclusion.
However, I suggest:

· Include the exact sample size (n=14) explicitly in the Methods section.

· Clarify which outcomes were primary (hair density? hair length?), as this improves transparency.

· Replace the phrase “mean difference of 1.036” with “mean difference of 1.036 follicles/cm²” for clarity.

· Add one sentence summarizing limitations (e.g., “Findings should be interpreted considering the small sample size and short follow-up period.”)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically acceptable, but several methodological issues should be addressed:

1. Sample size (n=14) is very small for an RCT; this needs justification and should be discussed as a limitation.

2. Randomization method is not described (sealed envelopes? block randomization?) and should be clarified.

3. Blinding: The manuscript mentions that the assessor was independent, but it should state whether the assessor was blinded to group allocation.

4. PRP preparation lacks specific details such as platelet concentration achieved (fold-increase), presence of activator, and whether the PRP was leukocyte-rich or leukocyte-poor.

5. Hair density values are unusually low (≈26–32 hairs/cm²) compared to known baseline values in AGA; authors should explain whether values represent “grafts/cm²” rather than hairs/cm².

6. Hair length values reached 55 mm by week 16, which is physiologically plausible, but should be stated in mm, not "cm" as wrongly written in the Results section.

7. Missing CONSORT diagram.
With these clarifications, scientific validity will be strengthened.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally recent (2022–2025) and adequate.
However, I suggest adding:

1. Hausauer AK, Jones DH. “PRP in AGA: Multicenter RCT.” Dermatol Surg. 2018.
(One of the strongest RCTs in PRP literature.)

2. Gentile et al., 2020 update on PRP standardization.
3. Schiavone P. PRP activation protocols. Dermatol Ther. 2019.
This will strengthen the context regarding PRP concentration, activation, and reproducibility.
	

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


	The English is understandable but needs moderate editing for readability and grammar. Common issues include:

· tense inconsistency,

· overly long sentences,

· minor typographical errors,

· inconsistent units (mm vs. cm).

A professional language edit is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Include a figure or trichoscopic images to illustrate hair density changes.Include baseline characteristics table with additional variables (smoking status, donor density). Move long descriptions of anesthesia and surgical technique to a supplementary section to improve flow.
The study is meaningful and scientifically useful but requires improvements in methodology description, clarification of units, better explanation of PRP preparation, and language editing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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