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This paper was very difficult to review because of the level of use of English 
that was very poor and made it difficult to understand what the authors were 
trying to convey. 
The paper was inundated with so many errors.  

1. It was implied from the title that the multiple drug resistant and 
extended spectrum beta lactamase producing Pseudomonas aeruginosa 
were from one sample. 

2. All through the paper, the authors kept writing Pseudomonas 
aeruginosa with small letters and not in italics. Microbial organisms are 
conventionally written in italics or underlined. 

3. The aims of the study was clearly stated in the abstract but this was not 
clear in the main text. 

4. The design of the study was very poor. How did the authors select the 
70 isolates of Pseudomonas aeruginosa used in this study over a one 
year period? How is it that all of them were multi drug resistant and 
over one third were beta lactamase producers?  What about the ones that 
were not multi drug resustant or beta lactamase producers? What was 
the diagnosis, clinical features of the patients who yielded these 
isolates? If these 70 were MDR how many other Pseudomonas 
aeruginosa were isolated or identified during the one year study period? 
How small or large is this hospital, health facility, in patient or out 
patient clinic in Khorrammabad city to just yield only 70 isolates over a 
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12 months period? 
5. The results were of a very doubtful veracity, and the discussion were not 

focused. 
6. Nothing tangible was held or recongnised as the conclusion. 
7. References were very horribly and poorly cited for example In reference 

#1; what does the authors mean by “… during Journal of Feiz, 2010; 
1390:15(2), 139 – 1451; #2; Journal of Ardabil University of Medical 
Sciences, 2010; 10(3): 189-198; #5; “…Pseudomonas aeruginosa in a 
tertiary care hospital, 2014; DOI: 10.1016/j.sjbs.2014.06.001 
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