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Each submitted paper is subject to the following review procedures:

· The paper is reviewed by a minimum of two independent reviewers specializing in the field.

· Each reviewer receives an anonymous, coded paper and a review form directly from the Editorial Board.

· The reviewer evaluates the paper according to the instructions in the review form and lists the necessary changes and suggestions for improving the paper, proposing a category of paper or rejecting the paper.

· The completed form is returned to the Editorial Board.

· Based on the received reviews, the Editorial Board makes the final decision on publishing and categorizing the paper.

· Reviewers' comments will be returned to the original author.

· If necessary, the authors will revise the paper and resubmit it for further consideration.
The review process is anonymous to authors and reviewers. Authors remain unknown to reviewers, and reviewers remain unknown to authors. Also, reviewers of one paper remain unknown to each other.

Accepted papers are classified in one of the following classifications:
· Original scientific paper contains results of original research that have not been published before. The results must be presented in a way that allows the experiment to be repeated and the results to be verified.

· Preliminary communication is a scientific work that contains scientific knowledge or results of scientific research whose character requires publication. This scientific article must contain one or more scientific information. Availability to verify reported results is not required.

· The review paper contains a comprehensive overview of the research problem about which scientific information has already been published, the result of scientific research, ie scientific knowledge, only in which they are collected, analyzed, synthesized and presented in a scientific way.

Professional paper contains information on existing methods and achievements that contribute to a particular profession and do not necessarily represent the original research.
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