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Skin Remodeling by StemFactor Growth Factor Serum

StemFactor Rejuvenates Aged Human Skin Cells

The before diagram (left panel) shows how the aged, wrinkled, dehydrated, and/or injured skin looks at a cellular level, similar to an old 
run-down building which requires remodeling and repairs! StemFactor contains the most essential components to restore the broken skin, 
Extra Cellular Matrix proteins. These are similar to the tools and materials needed for building reconstruction, to firm up the foundation 
and renew the base blocks. They are 1) Collagen fibers (over 12 different types present in StemFactor including I-VI, X-XII, XV, etc.); main 
component of connective tissue, 2) Fibronectin; for cell adhesion, 3) lntegrin; for cell-cell signaling, 4) Laminin; for basement membrane, 
and 5) Many others not listed in this diagram. In addition to Extra Cellular Matrix Proteins, StemFactor contains hundreds of other cellular 
proteins which are integral in healthy tissue maintenance, such as Actin-myosin fibers (for muscle contraction) and Talin (for cell skeleton) 
shown in above diagram. 

In order to visually demonstrate StemFactor’s cellular “rescue action” (how it rejuvenates aged and stressed/injured human skin cells), 
adult human dermal fibroblast cells were nutritiously deprived for 6 days (removal of growth factors from their culture media). Then cells 
were divided into two groups to compare the growth profiles in their regular media (Negative Control) vs. 50% conditioned media. To 
determine whether StemFactor improves cell rejuvenation in a dose dependent manner (direct evidence that StemFactor is indeed a 
benefactor), the second set of the cells were grown in parallel in the same negative control media vs. 10% conditioned media. After 24 
hours of growth, cells were photographed by inverted fluorescence microscopy and attached high resolution video camera. Cell numbers 
were quantified by microplate spectrophotometer.

The above pictures demonstrate 50% conditioned media treatment helped the stressed cells to bounce back quicker to grow more robust 
and healthier in better proliferation than the negative control cells. Importantly, the rejuvenation rate was proportional to the conditioned 
media concentration (50% vs. 10%) suggesting direct role of StemFactor in cell revival. Similarly, StemFactor restored adult human 
fibroblast cells irradiated by UV light (mimicking aged, wounded cells) to the healthy growing state more effectively than its negative 
control (NC) counterpart (no growth media added).
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StemFactor Improves Various Skin Conditions in Clinical Test Using It as 
a Sole Active Ingredient

StemFactor Improves Various Skin Conditions in Clinical Test Using It as 
a Sole Active Ingredient cont’d

1. Clinical Test Design 2. Anti-Wrinkle Efficacy

We set out to design our clinical testing with the focus of determining how much of the generally well-appreciated improvement by 
conditioned media cosmetics is actually contributed by conditioned media itself, independent of many other active ingredients present in 
the final product. In addition we wanted to ask how soon conditioned media itself is effectively contributing to the anti-aging effects of 
its commercially bound products. Lastly we wanted to observe StemFactor’s dose dependent effects by including the two concentrations 
for test products, 10% vs. 25%. To this end we formulated our testing product “B” (10% StemFactor) and “C” (25% StemFactor) vs. “A” 
(Placebo) according to the following compositions.

This clinical study was performed at Abich Laboratory, Milan, Italy: a total of 40 healthy female participants, aged between 35 and 60 
years old and showing wrinkles, lack of skin firmness and dull skin complexion, were identified from Abich Clinical Study Center database. 
Respective formulas given out to participants in a blind-folded manner were applied twice a day. Participants were measured for anti-
wrinkle efficacy (Rz) and skin firmness (R0) at Days 0, 14, and 30 (T0, T14, and T30 time points respectively).

Rz represents the average of the roughness (skin trough/wrinkle) measured from 5 succeeding 
segments of the same length. In contrast to the other profile roughness parameters, Rz is not that 
much influenced by artifacts based on calculating the average. The higher the Rz value is, the 
deeper wrinkles are. The equipment used for this measurement was Derma TOP-blue di Eotech.

By Day 14 (T14), the average Rz 
value for B Group (10% StemFactor) 
was decreased by 0.98% as 
compared to its counter part Group 
A (Placebo) increased by 3.67%; 
for Group C (25% StemFactor), 
decreased by 3.48% compared 
with 2.85% increase in Group A 
(Placebo). Although the decrease in 
Rz showed a general trend toward 
anti-wrinkle efficacy by StemFactor 
shown as early as Day 14, these 
changes did not yet reach the 
statistical significance (p = 0.3416, 
0.2405 respectively for “B” and 

“C”). By Day 30 (T30), wrinkles were 
decreased most noticeably in Group 
C (25% StemFactor) by 14.37% (p = 
0.0006) Rz decrease (vs. 4.70% 
increase in “A”).

Similarly, Group B (10% StemFactor) 
shows 3.97% Rz decrease (p = 
0.02217) compared with 5.88% 
increase in Group A (Placebo). In 
conclusion, both Group B (10% 
StemFactor) and Group C (25% 
StemFactor) demonstrated striking 
Rz value decreasing pattern (see 
black dotted arrows on the bar 
graphs), whereas the placebo A 
groups show either slight increase 
or no changes. StemFactor induced 
anti-wrinkle efficacy is shown to 
be dose-dependent: the higher 
StemFactor Content, 25%, in C 
formula significantly performed 
better than 10% content in B 
formula. 

Placebo used as a negative control only consisted of basic filler materials such 
as hydroxethyl cellulose, ethylhexyl glycerine, etc. “B” and “C” formulas were 
exactly the same composition as placebo except containing 10% and 25% 
StemFactor at final volume concentrations respectively.

Statistical analysis performed: Student’s paired t-test, p < 0.05 
considered statistically significant.

Statistical analysis performed: Student’s paired t-test, p < 0.05 
considered statistically significant.

TOTAL OF 40 PARTICIPANTS

Time
Mean Rz (mm)

B A

T0 0.1958 0.1839

T14 0.1925 0.1896

T30 0.1860 0.1896

Time
Mean Rz (mm)

C A

T0 0.2340 0.1986

T14 0.2213 0.2032

T30 0.1913 0.2067

Time
% variations p-value

B A B A

T14 vs. T0 -0.98% 3.67% 0.34160 0.16520

T30 vs. T0 -3.97% 5.88% 0.02217 0.11414

Time
% variations p-value

C A C A

T14 vs. T0 -3.48% 2.85% 0.24052 0.57302

T30 vs. T0 -14.37% 4.70% 0.00060 0.29421

Rz Comparison: B vs. A Rz Comparison: C vs. A
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3. Increased Skin Firmness

Skin Firmness (R0) represents the passive behavior of the skin to the application of the suction force which is related to skin firmness; the 
lower is this value, the greater is skin firmness. Multiprobe Adapter Systems MPA® (Courage-Kkazaka), equipped with Cutometer®, and 
Environmental Thermohygrometer (Courage- Khazaka GmbH - Germany) were used for this study. Refer to the manufacturer’s website 
for detail description of how skin firmness is measured. www.courage- khazaka.de/index.php/en/products/scientific/128-mpa

By Day 14 (T14), the average 
R0 value for Group B (10% 
StemFactor) was decreased by 
4.91% as compared to its counter 
part Group A (Placebo) decreased 
by 0.85%; for Group C (25% 
StemFactor), decreased by 3.14% 
compared with 2.22% decrease in 
Group A (Placebo). Although the 
decrease in R0 showed a general 
trend toward improvement in skin 
firmness by StemFactor shown 
as early as Day 14, these changes 
did not yet reach the statistical 
significance (p = 0.1235, 0.3550 
respectively for “B” and “C”). 
By Day 30 (T30), skin firmness 
improved the most noticeably in 
Group C (25% StemFactor) by 
9.51% (p = 0.0046) R0 decrease 
(vs. 2.93% increase in “A”). Similarly, 
Group B (10% StemFactor) shows 
8.33% R0 decrease (p = 0.0361) 
compared with 0.58% decrease in 
Group A (Placebo). In conclusion, 
both Group B (10% StemFactor) 
and Group C (25% StemFactor)
demonstrated R0 value decreasing 
pattern (see black dotted arrows 
on the bar graphs), whereas Group 
A (Placebo) shows either not much 
changed (for B’s negative control) 
or even slight, gradual increase 
(statistically not significant 
though) for C’s negative control 
counterpart. 

Here we introduce a newly available StemFactor, with considerable improvement over its existing counterparts in many performance 
characteristics. Most of the current conditioned media have various concerns, for example; 1) lack of complete list of the protein contents, 
2) longer-term health safety, 3) perplexity in choice of cell type source, 4) lack of quality control & assurance measures, and 5) questions 
on its true contributory share to skin improvement. StemFactor significantly advanced the current art by a) identification of its entire 
array of protein/peptide contents and their associated cellular/molecular mechanisms, b) experimental evidences how it rejuvenates aged 
human skin cells in a growth regulatory manner, c) development of the QC/QA protein markers, and d) the considerable extent of clinical 
improvements manifested within 30 days’ using only StemFactor. 

Statistical analysis performed: Student’s paired t-test, p < 0.05 
considered statistically significant.

Statistical analysis performed: Student’s paired t-test, p < 0.05 
considered statistically significant.

Time
Mean R0 (mm)

B A

T0 0.200 0.211

T14 0.183 0.209

T30 0.173 0.210

Time
Mean R0 (mm)

C A

T0 0.227 0.207

T14 0.216 0.199

T30 0.231 0.184

Time
% variations p-value

B A B A

T14 vs. T0 -4.91% -0.85% 0.1235 0.8701

T30 vs. T0 -8.33% -0.58% 0.0361 0.9154

Time
% variations p-value

C A C A

T14 vs. T0 -3.14% -2.22% 0.3550 0.4931

T30 vs. T0 -9.51% 2.93% 0.0046 0.5639

R0 Comparison: B vs. A R0 Comparison: C vs. A

Clinical Study (Day 30) Result Summary: 
Average improvement when the placebo group is normalized to “no change”.

10% 0% StemFactor Content 25% 0%

Decrease by 9.85% No Change Wrinkle Decrease by 19.07% No Change

Increase by 7.75% No Change Skin Firmness Increase by 12.44% No Change


