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TIME AS A RESOURCE IN HEALTHCARE SYSTEM 
Y. P. Yordanov1 and A. Shef2 
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Abstract. Time is an important resource in the healthcare system but it 
is still underestimated as such. Improving the effectiveness of time budget 
consumption and prevention of wasting time is of paramount importance for 
the successful practice of every healthcare manager. The aim of the present 
article is to put an accent on some of the most important parameters of time 
management and the possible pitfalls in time consuming.  
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