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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 assesses the influence of various hair problems on patients' quality of life in a prospective cohort using a validated Dermatology Life Quality Index questionnaire. The study is clinically useful because it emphasizes the psychological strain associated with hair disorders, that is sometimes overlooked in routine dermatological practice. The inclusion of several hair problems and a six-month follow-up enhances the existing literature. The findings support the frequent use of quality-of-life assessments in clinical treatment and may aid physicians in identifying patients who require further psychological care.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
Major comments:
1. The statistical analysis section is incomplete. The manuscript still contains the placeholder: 
"Authors: please insert the exact statistical tests and software used."
This must be completed before publication.
2. The authors should clearly specify 
· statistical software 
· version 
· exact statistical tests 
· normality assessment 
· post hoc analysis (if applicable) 
3. Several references remain incomplete with comments such as 
"Authors: please complete the author list."
These should be corrected.
4. The manuscript does not clearly report 
· number of patients completing six-month follow-up 
· loss to follow-up 
· handling of missing data
These should be added.
5. Table 1 would benefit from inclusion of 
· sample size (n) for each diagnosis 
· confidence intervals or SD 
· explanation of statistical comparisons.


Minor comments:
1. Mention ethical approval number. 
2. State whether written informed consent was obtained before enrollment. 
3. Include a patient flow diagram. 
4. Explain why benign scalp tumors were included among hair disorders. 
5. Mention disease severity grading for common conditions. 
6. Expand discussion regarding possible selection bias because this is a tertiary referral center. 
7. Mention whether any adjustment for multiple comparisons was performed.	

                The manuscript investigates an important clinical topic using a prospective design and a validated quality-of-life instrument. The overall quality is good and the findings are clinically meaningful. However, several methodological details remain incomplete, particularly regarding statistical analysis, follow-up reporting, and reference formatting. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES

Most references are current and relevant.
However, several references are incomplete (e.g., author lists marked as "et al." with author completion requested), and these should be finalized before publication.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO

The manuscript includes statements regarding informed consent and ethics committee approval.
However, the authors should provide the Institutional Ethics Committee approval number/reference number within the manuscript.
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