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Subject to peer review are the papers which can be classified into four categories according

to general standards:

e Original scientific paper (Contains previously unpublished results of the scientific
research. The paper must contain all the details necessary for reproducibility of the
work described.)
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Each paper that is subject to peer-review process goes through two peer reviews.
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process, the Editorial Board accepts them on the basis of their own insights.
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formulation of the results in order to help the author/s to improve their work. The evaluation
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to treat the paper received as a confidential document, i. e. not to show the paper to anybody
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of the paper, submitted to them for peer review, before publication of the paper.

The reviewer is obliged to complete the review on time and to keep the academic level of
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their opinion on whether anything in the paper should be corrected or improved.

Assessment should be within the following guidelines:

YES — (“Accepted”) Unconditional approval to publish the paper.

YES, PROVIDED THAT — (““‘Accepted with improvement™) Approval requires certain
modifications/improvements which have to be done in the paper

NO, UNLESS - (“Not accepted”) It is necessary to make a thorough revision and
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