Изазови и алтернативе за постизање одрживог развоја заштићених подручја и комонса у Србији ослоњени на финансијску анализу и управљачке опције(
Апстракт
Предмет истраживања рада је фокусиран на алтернативе кроз препоруке за финансирање и управљање са циљем постизања одрживог развоја заштићених подручја и комонса. У раду је спроведена финансијска анализа пословања националних паркова, отворивши један од изазова за одрживи (економски и еколошки) развој заштићених подручја Србије. Са циљем оцене финансијског положаја  и давања препорука које могу обезбедити одрживи развој Националних паркова (уз фокус на НП Ђердап) узет је у обзир вишегодишњи период. Финансијска анализа која је спроведена у раду односи се на мерење финансијских перформанси, оцену финансијског положаја и ефикасности пословања националних паркова са посебним освртом на НП Ђердап и припадајуће комонсе (commons). 

Основни циљ огледа се у сагледавању слабости (које могу довести до неликвидности и несолвентности  НП Ђердап  у будућем период), како би се на време предузеле адекватне мере за њихово отклањање и обезбедио његов одрживи развој.  

Други изазов који се отворио, проистиче из суштинских сличности и разлика у погледу одговорности, управљања, заштите и права на ниво коришћења националних паркова, као примера заштићених подручја и припадајућег наслеђа као примера комонса. Различите перспективе у погледу на ове  блиске феномене потврђују смер датих управљачких препорука.

У односу на уочене финансијске и управљачке изазове, циљ рада се огледа у препорукама за алтернативна системска решења кроз успостављање финансијске и управљачке одрживости националних паркова и прирпадајућег наслеђа.

Кључне речи: заштићена подручја, национални паркови, комонси, финансијска анализа, партиципативно управљање
Challenges and alternatives related to financial analysis and management options for ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE development of protected areas and commons in Serbia(
Abstract
The subject of the research is focused on the recommendations for alternative financing and management with the aim of achieving sustainable development of protected areas and the commons. For the need of research paper we have conducted financial analysis of operations of the national parks, which pointed out one of the challenges for sustainable (economic and environmental) development of protected areas in Serbia. We have taken into account the multi-year period, with the aim of assessment of the financial position in order to give recommendations that may provide sustainable development of national parks. Financial analysis conducted in this paper refers to the measurement of financial performances, the financial position and operations efficiency of the national parks with particular emphasis on NP Djerdap and related commons.

 The basic objective of this analysis is reflected in the consideration of weaknessеs (which can lead to the illiquidity and insolvency of NP Đerdap in the future), with the goal of timely undertaking adequate measures for their elimination ensuring sustainable development. The second challenge is concerned with the essential similarities and differences in terms of management, responsibilities, protection, rights to use national parks as examples of protected areas, and the associated heritage as examples of commons. Different perspectives on these phenomena closely confirm the direction of management recommendations. 

In relation to the identified financial and management challenges, the main objective of the paper is to give recommendations for an alternative system solutions reflected through the establishment of financial and management sustainability of national parks and associated heritage. 

Key words: protected areas, national parks, commons, financial analysis, participatory governance.
INTRODUCTION
According to the recent definition, national park as a protected area “represents a clearly defined geographical space that has been recognized, dedicated and managed through legal or other effective means with the aim of long-term conservation of nature with accompanying ecosystem and cultural values” (IUCN, 2008). From the definition, we can consider the importance of sustainable development of national parks for the sake of associated heritage. 

The concept of Commons can be understood as a generic term (such as a market or country). According to the author Barnes (2006), commons are related to all the gifts we inherited or created together. As the author states, commons include “a set of assets that have two characteristics: they’re all gifts, and they’re all shared. A gift is something we receive, as opposed to something we earn. A shared gift is one we receive as members of a community, as opposed to individually (air, water, ecosystems, languages, music, holidays, money, law, science, parks, internet, etc.)” (Barnes, 2006, p. 5). In this sense, the author metaphorically described commons as the river, which operates in three tributaries: nature, community, culture (Barnes, 2006, p. 5).
The first part of paper explains the importance of national parks as protected areas, and associated heritage as commons, with the aim of pointing out challenges that are relevant on topics such as: right to the use and management options of the above mentioned categories. This opened up challenges in terms of the policy options.
The second part of the paper presents comparative analysis of financial indicators of the national parks in Serbia, with the aim to review financial position of NP Djerdap, and possible challenges related to its economic sustainability. 

In the third part of the paper, we have proposed recommendations that can positively contribute to the identified challenges (financial stability, the rights on use and management) in terms of sustainability of national park Djerdap and related commons.

The theoretical bases of this work relies on a new theory of sustainable development as a concept of boarder paradigm of sustainability, as well as the theoretical discussion that opened a on relevant phenomena such as national parks and heritage (as examples of protected areas and commons).

Research questions:

1) If the biggest challenge of national parks sustainable development is the economic pillar, with a tendency to undermine the environmental pillar, whether such a situation is a signal for re-think about new (system) solutions?

3) Would more ethical model(s) ensure the participation of local communities (as main beneficiary) in the management process devoted in linking protected areas and commons?

4) Are the results of this research good reason to reconsider the alternative financing and management options?

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PHENOMENA: NATIONAL PARKS AS PROTECTED AREA AND ASSOCIATED NATURAL AND CULTURAL HERITAGE AS COMMONS
Protected areas as cultural artifacts, historically have been long enjoying protection as an area of great importance for society. Historical findings testify that the particular areas have been placed under special protection in order to preserve natural resources in India two millennia ago (Holdgate,1999; Kočović 2017). Protected areas in Europe were established at the time of the Renaissance, first as a royal hunting reserves that later became open to the public (Eagles, et al., 2002, Kočović, 2017). The wave of construction of protected areas in the modern sense (from perspectives "of new" nations in the United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa) took the global proportions during the nineteenth and twentieth century. Almost every mentioned country in its territory recognized and adopted appropriate legislation to deal with protected areas (Phillips, 2004; Kočović 2017).
Eventually the evolution of ideas about thinking about the purpose of protected areas, changed from the simple concept of large, wild area dedicated to enjoyment, to the idea of nature protection and promotion of cultural values. With respect to the previous, development of environmental science during the 60s of the 20th century and other hybrid discipline was significant, because it led to the wider acceptance for a systematic approach to the planning and management of natural and cultural resources. At the same time, recognition of protected areas and their importance was fastened by positive economic impact of alternative forms of tourism and bottom up approach to the management options at the local, regional and national levels.
IUCN gave definition of protected area as “area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effective means” (IUCN, 1994). According to the recent definition protected area is “clearly defined geographical space, recognized, dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values” (IUCN, 2008). In order to standardize and define the protected area, corresponding management systems were established to categorize them. The current system of IUCN includes six categories of protected areas: Ia Strict nature reserve; Ib Wilderness area; II National park; III Natural monument or feature; IV Habitat/species management area; V Protected landscape or seascape; VI Protected areas with sustainable use of natural resources (IUCN, 2008).

The Law on Environmental Protection applicable in Serbia requires legal and political regulation when it comes to protection. According to Article 26: “Landscape protection means planning and implementation of measures to prevent unwanted changes, disruption or destruction significant characteristics of space, their diversity, uniqueness and aesthetic value, enabling the traditional way of using the landscape. The Spatial Planning and Development, as well as planning and use of natural resources must provide conservation of important and characteristic features of the landscape” (Law on Environmental Protection). 

Moreover, in a broader sense, protected areas can be seen as a tool of public policy papers, which serves conservation value. Authors (Kitamura ( Clapp, 2013) recognize the broader meaning of value through values such as: biodiversity and related comfort arising from the use. Protected areas seen as a public policy tool, ensure government control measures and restrictions on access and use over the other users, within the protection zone. Since the natural and cultural heritage, as part of the protected areas in national legislation are also recognized as public goods, this leads to the need of testing new solutions and management options, which will be discussed in the third part of the paper. 
For Ugo Mattei (2011), the commons seeks for the meaning. They are contextual contingent, that is in relation with demand, roles, needs, restrictions from social and political system (Mattei, 2011). 

With regard on management relations, rights of use, exploitation and responsibility, there is a substantial difference (and similarity) between protected areas and commons as common goods/property. Namely, commons as a common goods/properties, in most theory research approaches in terms of the law, and degree of use/exploitation (land and marine areas) are recognized as property to be managed by the community. In many studies, the focus is on bottom-up approach to the governance, inclusiveness, that are dependent options on their fundamentally collectivist nature. 
Practical management policies are defined much stronger for protected areas, in order to protect and limit usage, rate/exploitation. We can notice the relation restriction versus inclusion in comparison of key phenomena. Protected areas are mostly located on public land, and in Serbia they are governed by national parks as public companies. Although there is a huge number of world practical examples of successful cross-sector partnerships which shown that optimization of the use of resources does not necessarily involves restrictions. In the case of Serbia practically inter-sector networking still is not particularly developed.
Krivošejev (2014) gives examples that pointed out the cases in which the role of governance can be different in sense of sector approach (Krivošejev, 2014). Examples are related to other types (except National parks) of protected areas public companies such as: Srbijašume also public company, or when the PC is established with the goal to manage issues from multiple related departments; examples of purpose-based companies, and institutions such as Tourism Organization Čačak that was formed in order to manage protected area “Ovcarsko-Kablarska klisura”; and there are few cases where citizens' associations manage protected areas bottom up approach mostly organized by hunting associations, civic groups and friends of nature (Krivošejev, 2014).
Regardless of who is entrusted with the management of protected areas, the state must provide conditions for the implementation of an effective model for their sustainable development.

The challenges that we are facing in particular in the field of endangered environment, through environmental degradation and climate change, puts sustainable development of protected areas and associated heritage (commons) in questionable position. Common resources are our common responsibility, and it is necessary to find as many alternative options to preserve them by direct participation in order to secure their sustainable development. 

Therefore, the next part is dedicated to the analysis of the financial position of the national parks in order to overview the current status, challenges and opportunities with recommendations for ensuring their sustainable development.

ANALYSIS OF FINANCIAL POSITION OF NATIONAL PARKS IN SERBIA
Within the financial analysis, using different techniques, data from the financial statements of the Company are converted into information important for business management. The financial position of the company is determined by the state of financial balance, debt, solvency and the real value of the equity (Tuševljak ( Rodić, 2003). As such financial position is intended to express the scale and structure of the resources and capital, and their interrelations - which is recorded in the balance sheet and income statement of national parks. In addition to these two reports, also used is the cash flow statement, which includes cash inflows and outflows.

Condition of the financial balance of national parks

Within the analysis of financial position of the company the most important is analysis of the financial balance, that is directly associated with the principle of the stability of financial policy. The focus of this analysis is on the maturity compliance of sources of funding and finds of companies. The company is in a state of financial balance if the scope and terms of binding of company assets are the same extent and time availability as sources. As a source of data for this analysis we used the balance sheet of at least three previous accounting periods. In the case of national parks in Serbia, we analyzed the long-term and short-term financial balance.

Assessment of short-term financial balance is carried as a ratio of liquid and short-term assets on the one hand, and short-term liabilities on the other. Short-term financial equilibrium exists if the ratio is equal to one. Table 1 shows the ratios of short-term financial equilibrium of the national parks in Serbia.

Table 1. Assessment of short-term financial balance NP Djerdap, Fruska Gora, Kopaonik and Tara

	 National park
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	National park Đerdap
	0,419
	0,456
	0,575
	0,546
	0,665

	National park Fruška gora
	0,738
	0,594
	0,429
	0,328
	0,337

	National park Kopaonik
	1,527
	2,283
	1,848
	2,789
	5,056

	National park Tara
	0,211
	0,249
	0,365
	0,439
	0,447


Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the balance sheet taken from www.apr.gov.rs

The ratio of short-term assets and related short-term funding sources of NP Đerdap in four years ranged from 0.419 to 0.665. Short-term time deposits were considerably lower than short-term funding sources. Based on these indicators we can conclude that the NP Đerdap in the reporting period did not provide short-term financial balance, i.e. coverege of short-term obligations.
 


Taking into account the specificity of public enterprises - national parks, uncovered short-term obligations need not be an indicator that threatens the survival of the organization.
 It is therefore necessary to carry out a comparison of operations of Djerdap NP with the other three national parks that we have information on the basis of the balance sheet and income statement.


From Table 1 it can be seen that only the NP Kopaonik provided short-term financial balance (ratio value above 1, the observed years). Analysis of long-term financial equilibrium of the company is important for future projections and control, in order to provide liquidity. The coefficient of long-term balance is obtained as a ratio between long-term assets and related permanent and long-term capital. The assumption is that the financial equilibrium is established when this coefficient is equal to one. When the high-quality sources of funding is greater than the long-term-related assets (i.e., when the value of the coefficient less than 1), the security is made to maintain the liquidity in the long term. 

In Table 2. are given calculated coefficients of long-term financial equilibrium of the national parks in Serbia.

Table 2. Evaluation of long-term financial balance of NP Djerdap, Fruska Gora, Kopaonik and Tara

	 National park
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	National park Đerdap
	1,012
	1,014
	1,010
	1,009
	1,005

	National park Fruška gora
	1,014
	1,020
	1,032
	1,043
	1,045

	National park Kopaonik
	0,999
	0,997
	0,997
	0,996
	0,995

	National park Tara
	1,016
	1,010
	1,010
	1,006
	1,06


Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the balance sheet taken from www.apr.gov.rs

The coefficient of long-term financial balance of NP Djerdap in observed years was greater than one. Although deviations from the reference values are not significant, it can be concluded that the national park did not create the conditions for maintaining a permanent liquidity in the long term. The coefficient of long-term financial equilibrium in the observed years was less than 1 only in NP Kopaonik. This means that this is the only national park in the reporting period that created the conditions for maintaining a permanent liquidity. To the model of national park Kopaonik should strive and other national parks. 

 National parks liquidity

Liquidity is defined as the ability of the company to provide (with available liquid assets) settlement of overdue short-term liabilities. Some of the main indicators of liquidity as part of continuous monitoring of liquidity are: general (current) liquidity coefficient, quick ratio and current ratio. Current ratio is an indicator of liquidity of the highest level, because it is calculated as the ratio of current assets and current liabilities that respectively cover the need for capital within a year. This indicator measures the company's ability to meet its short-term liabilities. A satisfactory value of the current ratio is one that does not significantly differ from the sector and if the sector average is not known, then the overall liquidity ratio should be greater than 2. The quick ratio is calculated as the ratio of working capital reduced by stocks and the short-term liabilities. Accelerated liquidity coefficient makes it possible to draw a conclusion on whether the company has sufficient funds to meet short-term payment obligations without selling inventory. As with the current ratio, the preferred value of this ratio is one that does not significantly differ from the average sector. If the sector is not known to the average value of coefficient in the quick ratio should be at least equal to 1.

Monetary liquidity coefficient is determined as the ratio of financial assets and current liabilities. Usually companies do not tend to have assets in cash and cash equivalents to the extent that provide full settlement of overdue short-term liabilities. Hence this indicator is less than one. The standard rule is that the value of this indicator is moving up to 0.5 coefficient of current liquidity (Malesević ( Vranković 2007). The mentioned ratio numbers for four national parks of Serbia are calculated and shown in Table 3. It can be concluded that, unlike the other three parks, NP Kopaonik in the period 2011-2015 had liquidity at a satisfactory level.

Table 3. Indicators of liquidity for NP Djerdap, Fruska Gora, Kopaonik and Tara

	 
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	Coefficient of general (current) liquidity

	National park Đerdap
	0,604
	0,532
	0,604
	0,634
	0,731

	National park Fruška gora
	1,142
	0,912
	0,829
	0,749
	0,724

	National park Kopaonik
	1,842
	2,562
	2,012
	2,866
	5,312

	National park Tara
	0,864
	0,582
	0,724
	0,992
	1,097

	Quick ratio

	National park Đerdap
	0,403
	0,445
	0,563
	0,515
	0,647

	National park Fruška gora
	0,729
	0,582
	0,415
	0,319
	0,324

	National park Kopaonik
	1,508
	2,208
	1,823
	2,820
	4,472

	National park Tara
	0,210
	0,244
	0,361
	0,430
	0,443

	Current ratio

	National park Đerdap
	0,099
	0,126
	0,091
	0,231
	0,427

	National park Fruška gora
	0,264
	0,287
	0,235
	0,147
	0,133

	National park Kopaonik
	0,759
	0,934
	0,841
	0,698
	2,139

	National park Tara
	0,004
	0,029
	0,127
	0,091
	0,097


Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the balance sheet taken from www.apr.gov.rs

Analysis of the asset position of national parks

Asset status of national parks will be analyzed on the basis of:

1. The analysis of the structure (the structure of the total assets, business assets and structure of the operating assets structure);
2. The analysis of a fixed asset (the structure of a fixed property, the deterioration of a fixed asset, the technical equipment and the capacity utilization);
3. The result of the current asset (the structure of the working capital and turnover);

4. Analysis of turnover in operating assets and recovery period.

When analyzing the structure of the current assets, current assets are grouped according to the degree of liquidity, or the speed of the transformation of certain forms of current assets in cash.

Table 4. shows the movements in operating assets and biological assets and share of biological resources in the operating assets of the national parks.

Table 4. The share of biological assets in operating assets of NP Đerdap, Fruąka Gore Kopaonik and Tara (in 000 RSD)

	
	
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	Đerdap
	1.Operating assets
	4.438.326
	4.469.254
	4.579.094
	4.500.437
	4.784.235 

	
	2.Biological assets
	4.226.642
	4.244.100
	4.248.383
	4.232.360
	4.233.043 

	
	(2/1)%
	95,23%
	94,96%
	92,78%
	94,04%
	94,04%

	Fruška gora
	1.Operating assets
	2.864.450
	2.547.804
	2.477.892
	2.513.877
	2.381.181

	
	2.Biological assets
	1.398.390
	1.235.830
	1.189.533
	1.200.501
	1.131.045

	
	(2/1)%
	48,82%
	48,51%
	48,01%
	47,75%
	47,75%

	Kopaonik
	1.Operating assets
	3.637.557
	3.644.992
	3.652.680
	3.652.680
	3.655.518

	
	2.Biological assets
	3.571.732
	3.571.732
	3.571.887
	3.574.278
	3.574.565

	
	
	98,35%
	97,99%
	97,79%
	97,85%
	97,85%

	Tara
	1.Operating assets
	8.166.598
	8.151.671
	8.176.863
	8.165.159
	8.158.041,00 

	
	2.Biological assets
	7.818.865
	7.825.494
	7.828.297
	7.827.985
	7.824.067,00 

	
	(2/1)%
	95,74%
	96,00%
	95,74%
	95,87%
	95,87%


Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the balance sheet taken from www.apr.gov.rs

Balance sheets of all four national parks show that the value of operating assets is not changed more significantly in the period 2011-2015. Significant shares in operating assets of the national parks have biological assets. Biological assets include forests and perennial plants, while at the NP Fruška gora, forests and perennial plants a smaller number of biological agents includes breeding stock. Unlike the other three, NP Fruška Gora in operating assets has a significant share of property, plant and equipment. Based on the notes to the financial statements can be concluded that under this item of the balance sheet, the largest share has land. 

Looking at the values of operating assets and areas of national parks, it can be concluded that NP Djerdap has the lowest value of operating assets per hectare.

Table 5. Assets per hectare in the NP Djerdap, Fruska Gora, Kopaonik and Tara

	National park
	Surface

(Ha)
	The ratio of operating assets (in 000 RSD) and the surface

	
	
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	Đerdap
	63.786,48
	69,58
	70,07
	71,79
	70,55
	75,00

	Fruška gora
	26.672,00
	107,40
	95,52
	92,90
	94,25
	89,28

	Kopaonik
	11.969,04
	303,91
	304,54
	305,18
	305,18
	305,41

	Tara
	24.991,82
	326,77
	326,17
	327,18
	326,71
	326,43


Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the balance sheet taken from www.apr.gov.rs

The total capital of the national parks in 2015. amounted to 18.527.992 thousand of dinars (Table 6.).

Table 6. Capital of National Parks (2011-2015) (in 000 RSD)

	
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	National park Đerdap
	4.333.098
	4.338.119
	4.445.337
	4.387.187
	4.691.254

	National park Fruška gora
	2.677.559
	2.384.845
	2.319.562
	2.320.097
	2.190.487

	National park Kopaonik
	3.603.256
	3.606.557
	3.610.312
	3.609.838
	3.615.207

	National park Tara
	8.007.644
	8.007.198
	8.015.757
	8.024.301
	8.031.044

	TOTAL CAPITAL
	18.621.557
	18.336.719
	18.390.968
	18.340.207
	18.527.992


Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the balance sheet taken from www.apr.gov.rs
Figure 1. The share of capital of the National Parks
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Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the balance sheet taken from www.apr.gov.rs

In the total equity reported in the financial statements at 31.12.2015. of national parks of Serbia, the largest share has NP Tara with 43%, then NP Đerdap with a share of 25%, NP Kopaonik with a share of 20% and NP Fruška gora with a share of 12% (Figure 1).

Profitability of national parks

Profitability of national parks will be assessed on the basis of profitability ratios such as ratio between net income (loss) and total revenue. It is a measure of financial performance of the company and its ability to increase the value of capital and generate profit, and its calculated value for the observed national parks are shown in Table 7.

Table 7. The coefficient of profitability of national parks (2011-2015.)

	
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	National park Đerdap
	0,013
	0,032
	0,015
	0,018
	0,036

	National park Fruška gora
	0,001
	0,002
	0,002
	0,004
	0,008

	National park Kopaonik
	0,010
	0,029
	0,047
	0,041
	0,069

	National park Tara
	0,004
	0,005
	0,010
	0,031
	0,044


Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the balance sheet taken from www.apr.gov.rs

In the analyzed period, the national parks have realized positive business results. National park should provide adequate income to ensure the necessary investments. Therefore, although it is a public company, which has certain government subsidies, it should seek to drive the highest profit in accordance with the principles of sustainable development. Alternative in achieving profit just get reflected through the development of new activities, such as: eco-cultural tourism which offers can be found Commons on the territory of national parks.

Table 8. Profit in the NP Djerdap, Fruska Gora, Kopaonik and Tara

	
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015

	National Park Đerdap (an area of 63,786.48 hectares)

	Profit (000 RSD)
	 2.240 
	 5.178 
	 2.394 
	 4.849 
	 6.444 

	National Park Fruška gora (an area of 26,672.00 hectares)

	Profit (000 RSD)
	 260 
	 840 
	 935 
	 1.623 
	 3.159 

	National Park Kopaonik (an area of 11,969.04 hectares)

	Profit (000 RSD)
	 1.185 
	 3.893 
	 5.702 
	 5.171 
	 7.955 

	National Park Tara (an area of 24,991.82 hectares)

	Profit (000 RSD)
	 1.510 
	 1.826 
	 3.415 
	 10.935 
	 14.854 


Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the balance sheet taken from www.apr.gov.rs

National parks, after generating a profit, are required to return 50% to the state, to retain 50%, of which 30% have to invest in the business, and 20% have the right to distribute on the salaries of employees. The highest profit in 2015 had NP Tara, then NP Kopaonik.
Based on data from Table 8. it can be concluded that the NP Djerdap has an area that is larger for 153,62 acres of aggregate surface of all three remaining fleet.
Information obtained from the analysis represents the baseline for taking action directed towards improving the solvency, growth trend and development of parks business. In order to perform reliable analysis of operations of national parks, it is necessary to ensure the accuracy of the data i.e. that bookkeeping and other business data are prepared and presented in accordance with the regulations that are fair and objective. Uniformity of data is also necessary. Comparison of the elements of financial statements from the past five years enabled the conclusion regarding the financial indicators and changes within the reference period, which allowed identifying problem areas of business.
Based on the conducted financial analysis, it can be concluded that the functioning of the national parks – as public companies, largely depends on the future aspirations for the establishment of a sustainable financial business. Besides concerns about commons (natural and cultural heritage, sustainability of biodiversity and cultural diversity), National parks - as public companies providing only partially funds for basic activity, from government subsidies. After the realized profit, National parks are obliged to return 50% of total profit in the budget of RS. Whereby, the core business and the way to gain profit mainly rely on natural resources - wood. The imposed pressures by the government expectations for National parks (on achieving profitable operations and financial sustainability), may lead parks falling  into the trap by undermining the basic sense of protection and the existence of these unique areas (through  cutting woods as a expense of real resources - deforestation). This scenario raises the inter-relation issue of the pillars of sustainable development.  
 Problem reflection arises as pressure on public companies to work profitably in order to achieve economic sustainability that rely on protected resources. Previous brought in parallel questions on ethics, balanced development and rights to use.
Questions and discussion regarding previous can be developed through few parallel lines:

1) If the national parks biggest challenge is the financial pillar of sustainable development, with a tendency to jeopardize the environmental pillar, is this situation a signal for re-thinking new (system) solutions?
2) If National Park as public company endangers environmental pillar of sustainable development for the sake of providing short-term survival, should it be considered balanced, ethical and sustainable development? 
3) Is more ethical model to ensure involvement of local communities (as main beneficiaries)  in the management process of commons as associated resources of protected areas?

4) Furthermore, is this situation good reason to re-consider alternatives in financing and management?

It should be noted that management arrangements of extractive resources should normally cover the costs of management, monitoring and implementation of the activities, especially in the context of the "bottom-up" approach. What happens in the majority of public companies ("top-down" approach - National parks formally in charge for protected areas), is that these expenditures are partially covered from external (budgetary, government funds) sources, not from the core business and revenue from the visit. Budget subventions on the one hand are insufficient for the sustainable functioning of protected areas. On the other side, these subventions come from tax revenues (public money), which does not always have a clear and direct interest to the public, nor it can maintenance costs of protected areas.
Considering the basic costs: conservation, management, business of National park, we can clearly conclude that it is impossible to expect exclusively Budgetary funds support, because these costs goes beyond. Following on from above, the author Ostrom (2009) and Poteet and Ostrom, (2004), stating that if mentioned total costs were internalized among beneficiaries through mutual monitoring and sanction, then we could talk about equitable social institutions that are also efficient and effective (Poteet ( Ostrom, 2004; Ostrom, 2009). If the alternatives are evident through inclusion of other sectors, Kočović (2017) believes that the state should for the beginning show interest by giving up 50% of the revenues NP in Serbia (Kočović, 2017). The mentioned percentage can be calibrated in a special investment fund for the development of socially responsible activities on the territory of protected areas (eco-cultural tourism, social entrepreneurship, handicrafts, local residents, etc.), instead of being returned to the budget. Therefore it is possible form a fund within the NP dedicated for this purpose with the aim of establishing a sustainable model of business financing NP. It is desirable to include other stakeholders from different sectors, and that could lead to mixed funding models that are popular when it comes to public and common goods.
PARTICIPATIVE GOVERNANCE AS ALTERNATIVE SYSTEM SOLUTION FOR MANAGEMENT OF PROTECTED AREAS AND COMMONS

Participatory governance of protected areas and commons “is a way of providing new effective and efficient system solutions compared to the existing” (Kočović, 2017). Participatory governance aims to ensure greater transparency, decentralization, deetatization and democracy by supporting activities for the purpose of financing, management, use and long-term preservation of protected areas and associated commons. In its essence, participatory governance through strategic partnerships, can lead to greater connectivity of all the sectors. This brings up opportunities for the involvement of the private and civil sectors as a new forces for public sector in the process of governance. Arising benefits from partnerships and greater inter-sector cooperation are reflected primarily through forces of advantages and disadvantages of each. In these manner, partnerships makes mentioned forces complementary by providing a greater chance for the sustainability of protected areas and the commons. 
Many authors believe that it is inevitable important to integrate the local community in the management processes of protected areas. The use of protected areas should not exclude the community, but to integrate them maximally, as long as the use is sustainable and does not cause imbalance. 
Some authors cite the dangers that arrives from exclusion of local communities in cases where in charge are public companies. Namely, indigenous population which already from start position politically and economically disadvantaged, often suffers exclusion from the area from the right to access, use and decision-making (Cronon, 1995; Colchester, 1996; Neumann, 1999; Zimmerer, 2000; Hazen ( Harris, 2007; Garcia-Frapolli et et al., 2009; Kitamura ( Clapp, 2013). We assume that this situation stems from the strict spatial zoning rules, related to protected areas and insufficient – lack of rules when it comes to commons. In this regard Hess (2001) cites the example of National park Yellowstone model that represent state expropriation of initially Indians tribal land (Hess 2001; Kitamura ( Clapp 2013). Communities that have lived before, after the declaration of National park had to leave the former manner. The aforementioned model is also criticized because it led to the suspension of traditional relations between people and ecosystems, and rights of indigenous peoples on existential use of natural resources (Stevens, 1997). 

Author Kočović (Kočović, 2017) (based on field research in the case of Np Djerdap) states similar problem that accompanied the local community (Kočović 2017). The Np Djerdap was declared after the construction of hydro power plant located on the Danube, which forever changed the course of the Danube implying the disappearance of migratory species. Also, rich cultural heritage that testified millennia, now rests "forever preserved" in the Danube, because the river level of river rose by an average of 20 m. Although Hydro power plant Djerdap, has provided new jobs, it caused the change of micro-climate, so the former small scale businesses disappeared. Within the territory previously there were two islands, whose population has been repeatedly displaced due to the commissioning of the hydro power plant. Islands have were flooded, and disappeared and populations after forty years still suffering, because of these circumstances. Based on interviews conducted with the employees of tourist organizations and indigenous people during 2014-16 Kočović (Kočović, 2017), we can conclude that the construction of the hydro electric power plant Djerdap – brought a lot of damage with connected to the: social, cultural and environmental issues. Although Hidro electric power Djerdap ensured energy stability and numerous jobs, it is debatable whether the National park could maintain status in the event if proclamation happened before the building of hydro power plant Djerdap.
Participatory governance according to the all above is a good alternative to the current model of governance because it can provide greater integrative approach in the management of natural and cultural heritage, which enjoys special protection. 

By commons we are reaching significance, meaning and similarities that apply to the natural and cultural heritage, which are more than obvious, so we can conclude:

a. Both types of heritage fall into the category of common, public and mixed goods;

b. By that, commons belong to everyone and it is necessary to ensure their long-term survival, through various sector management approaches.

Relations between culture and the environment are inseparable and it is easier to perceive them through human’s creativity and actions. Nature is kind of endless inspiration for creativity, and creativity of man in conjunction with nature again creates a new culture that relays on the existing one. Because of this circle, natural and cultural heritage, as a unique and authentic commons, represent the deepest connection with affiliation (locally, regionally, nationally speaking) and the identity of people. This is the reason of necessity to re-think all the possible new system solution to make them as integrated as possible in terms of suitable relation: man-nature culture.

In support of the alternatives in terms of financing, use and governance of National Parks,( through the inclusion of a greater number of participants from different sectors, especially local communities) arises strong fact that commons are an indispensable from territory of national parks. Specifically important is placing commons in relation to protected areas, for which it is desirable to manage by the community.

Building on previous authors (Kitamura ( Clapp, 2013) proposed governance framework CPPA - common property protected areas. Namely, based on the ratio between the elements (such as the right to use, the manner of exploitation, considering usual form deriving from the legislation and the theories, inclusivity vs restrictiveness in regard to the use), these authors proposed a combo box related to protected areas,  in which the local community needs to play an important role. Mentioned research brings the connection between proposing new system solutions through the combined access and management solutions in order to ensure sustainability of national parks (as protected areas) and the associated natural and cultural heritage (as commons) that provide benefits for local communities and economies.
Moreover, author Kočović in her Ph.D. thesis proposes a new system solution for the management of protected areas and eco-cultural tourism, as a responsible form of tourism supported by the natural and cultural heritage (as commons) (Kočović 2017). Suggested new system solution consist replicable recommendations with objective to positively contribute, and final ensure the sustainable development of protected areas and the commons. The main idea integrated through mentioned modeling reflects that created the values that are supported on the existing ones, should remain attached to local level, creating benefits primarily for the indigenous population. Recommendations concerning the new system solution consists elements of universality, and it can be applicable to various types of protected areas and commons:

1. Participatory governance;

2. Formulation of new products based on natural and cultural heritage - the eco-cultural routes and roads;

3. Risk and visitor management of natural and cultural heritage (Kočović 2017).

CONCLUSION

The first part of the paper explained the significance of national parks as protected areas and associated heritage as commons, by their meanings. The aim was primarily to address through reflections the problems which arise in connection with the relevant phenomena.

Above-mentioned problem, have shown the challenges in regards to the practical political control and financing options. In the second part of the paper we have conducted comparative financial analysis of the national parks in Serbia with the aim of reviewing the financial position of NP Djerdap, and possible challenges related to its economic viability. Questions and discussions which have opened in relation to the financial analysis and management options of the National Park as a public company, implied the discussion and conclusion in several directions: 
1) Since the long-term financial sustainability represents one of the greatest challenges for National parks in Serbia, we concluded that one of the arguments is serious re-consideration of new system management and financing solutions for National parks as protected areas and associated commons.

2)  Neither the short - nor long-term financial stability can draw from mostly natural resources, in order to support economic pillar.

3) We concluded that the directions for the development of new (system) solutions must involve greater participation of local communities and all stakeholders. In this regard, we referred to our previous and others relevant theories and studies. Participatory management with several supporting recommendations was elaborated in the third part of the paper. We agreed that it could be alternative solution for establishment of new more ethical, effective and efficient system solution. compared to the existing one. In this way, the contribution of the recommendations can be considered as valuable in terms of: establishing a long-term financial stability, use and management of protected areas and associated commons, the case of Np Djerdap. 
The results of this study can be considered as good argumentum for further examination and finding alternatives in the financing and management, in order to provide greater horizontal links between all sectors, and departments.
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SUMMARY
The theoretical bases of this work relies on a new theory of sustainable development as a concept, and part of broader the paradigm – sustainability. Discussion of paper opened space in conjunction to the relevant phenomena: national parks and heritage (as examples of protected areas and the commons). 
The paper is also supported by previous comprehensive work and field research conducted by the author Kočović for the need of her PhD and case of NP Djerdap. We took into the consideration some aspects of legal-political approaches regarding the protection and management of areas and heritage. Financial analysis as used method was based on the indicators, which establish functional relationships among certain positions of the balance sheet and income statement.  By this analysis we were able to obtain a reliable estimation of the financial position for the observed national park on the basis of comparative analysis. Financial reports, served as a secondary input data for analysis (of national parks in Serbia). These reports are publicly available on the website of APR (APR 2016). 
Especially important for this paper in terms of practical examples on management of protected areas were examples of author Krivošejev, and theoretical ideas and directions of the author Ostrom in context of commons.

Participatory forms of governance are seen in paper as desirable framework for the alternative system solutions. PG could positively contribute in establishment of the favorable conditions, for the local community benefits. Modeling of the new system solution in this paper was recognized important as intention to provide an integrated system for sustainable development through management of protected areas and associated commons. Leitmotif of the future system solutions should ensure that generated values remain tied to the local level, creating benefits primarily for the indigenous population.
Recommendations concerning the new system solutions have number elements of universality. They could be considered as applicable for various types of protected areas and the commons:

1. Participatory governance;

2.  Formulation of new products based on natural and cultural heritage - the eco-cultural routes and roads;

3. Risk and visitor management of natural and cultural heritage (Kočović, 2017).
Participatory governance can be interpreted as a process that allows a shared responsibility for management model. Whereas, responsibility and decisions that are made concerning the community, not individuals. Such a model allows greater community participation by different actors (better linkage of sectors), through various forms of partnerships (Kočović, 2017). 

The risks jeopardizing sustainable development of the whole economy (economy, society, environment, culture) by caused damages. Due to the increasing intensity and frequency, catastrophic risks are a challenge of global proportions, whether caused by natural or human factor.  Risk management in the sense of commons, in start operates with problems for at least two reasons. The first reason lies in the fact that Serbia is a country with low income. This situation is a natural barrier to think about preventive measures. The second and even more complex reason is given by author Kočović as a metaphoric example that refers to the problem of determining the value of cultural heritage. Kočović stated that the assessment of the value of cultural heritage is as difficult as evaluation of emotional pain and suffering in insurance (Kočović, 2015; 2017). Determining the values of commons (natural and cultural public / commons) is equally difficult task to the aforementioned metaphor, since commons involves large range of the of intangible values. The new form of insurance assumes formation of pools of insurance for commons, as a participatory form of insurance with mixed finance model (Kočović ( Đukic 2015; Kočović, 2017).
Besides the initial character of routes as primarily connectors because of socio-economic benefits for people who have used them (hunting, fishing, trade, research, pilgrimages, etc.), with the relocation of the original context of roads and routes, it is possible to add new meanings and values (recreation , sports, cultural and historical revival, enjoying outings, holidays, etc.). It is possible to reformulate the recommendation for this survey research in:  all responsible economic activities that contribute to the activation and preservation of commons within the protected areas.

Visitor management, in terms of protected areas and associated commons represents combination of preventive and control measure, limiting the movement or use of the most vulnerable, non-renewable or slowly renewable commons. When we talk about visitor management within the protected area, this concept is closely related to the risk management, because both rely on mitigation of potential harmful effects. Third recommendation is particularly important as an aspect of the overall participatory management of protected areas and associated commons.

РЕЗИМЕ
Теоријска база овог рада ослања се на нову теорију одрживог развоја као концепта, шире парадигме одрживости, као и дискусији која се отвара у вези са релевантним феноменима: националним парковима и наслеђем (као примерима заштићених подручја и комонса). Рад је ослоњен на претходна обухватна теренска истраживања ауторке Кочовић спроведена за потребе доктората на примеру НП Ђердап. У обзир су узети теоријски и правно-политички приступи у вези са заштитом и управљањем подручјима и наслеђем. Финансијска анализа као коришћени метод заснива се на показатељима који успостављају функционалне односе између одређених позиција биланса стања и биланса успеха, са циљем добијања веродостојне оцене финансијске позиције посматраног националног парка на основу компаративне анализе. Финансијски извештаји, који  су ослужили су као неопходни улазни секундарни подаци за анализу (националних паркова у Србији), јавно су доступни на сајту АПР (АПР, 2016). Партиципативни облици управљања, који успостављају повољније услове за локалну заједницу виђени су као пожељан оквир за алтернативна системска решења. 

Посебно значајни за овај рад у погледу на су практични примери управљања заштићеним подручјима јесу примери које наводи Кривошејев, претходна истраживања ауторке Кочовић, а у контексту комонса теоријске идеје и правци ауторке Остром, Китамура и Клап. 

У потреби за успостављањем одрживости заштићених подручја и припадајућих комонса, ослањамо се на значај формулисања новог системског решења, који је једна од ауторки рада детаљније испитивала у истраживању за потребе доктората. Моделовање новог системског решења у овом случају има за циљ са обезбеди интегрисани систем управљања одрживим развојем заштићених подручја и припадајућих комонса. Лајт мотив будућег системског решења треба да обезбеди да створене вредности остану везане на локалном нивоу, стварајући бенефите примарно за аутохтоно становништво. Препоруке које се тичу новог системског решења поседују велики број елемената универзалности, па се може сматрати да су применљиве на разне врсте заштићених подручја и комонса:

1. Партиципативно управљање;
2. Формулисање нових производа заснованих на природном и културном наслеђу – еко-културне руте и путеви;
3. Управљање ризицима природног и културног наслеђа и посетама (Кочовић, 2017).

Партиципативно управљање може да се тумачи као процес који омогућава заједничку одговорност кроз модел управљања. При томе, одговорност и одлуке које се доносе тичу се заједнице а не појединаца. Такав модел омогућава веће учешће заједнице од стране различитих актера (и боље секторско повезивање), кроз разне облике партнерстава (Кочовић, 2017).

Ризици угрожавају одрживи развој целокупне привреде (економију, друштвену заједницу, екологију, културу) кроз штете које настају. Услед растућег интензитета и фреквенције, катастрофални ризици представљају изазов глобалних размера, било да су узроковани природним или људским фактором. Управљање ризицима у смислу комонса, представља велики проблем из најмање два разлога. Први разлог лежи у чињеници да је Србија  земља са ниским бруто домаћим производом дохотком, па та ситуација представља природну баријеру за размишљање о превентивним мерама. Други и комплексиниј разлог лежи у чињеници коју је ауторка Кочовић дала на примеру проблема утврђивања вредности културног наслеђа, наводећи да је процена вредности културног наслеђа једнако тешка као и процена душевног бола у осигурању (Кочовић 2015, 2017). Утвриђивање вредности комонса (природних и културних јавних / заједничких добара) представља аналогно наведеном једнако тежак задатак, будући да комонси поред материјалних поседују велики број нематеријалних вредности. Нова форма осигурања могла би се огледати кроз формирање пулова осигурања комонса, као форме мешовитог партиципативног облика осигурања (Кочовић ( Ђукић 2015; Кочовић 2017).
Поред примарног карактера путева и рута - као конектора због друштвено-економских користи за људе који су их користе (лов, риболов, трговине, истраживања, ходочашћа, итд), уз оригинални контекст, могуће је додавање нових значења,и употребних вредности (рекреацију, спортске, културне и историјске оживљавање, уживајући излете, одморе, итд). Могуће је преформулисати ову препоруку препоруку у: све одговорне привредне активности које доприносе активирању и очувању комонса унутар заштићених подручја.

Управљање посетама, када је реч о заштићеним подручјима и комонсима у оквирима територија представља превентивну меру, ограничавања кретње или употребе најрањивијих, необновљивих или споро обновљивих комонса. Када говоримо о управљању посетама у оквиру заштићених подручја, овај концепт је уско повезан са управљањем ризика или потенцијалних штетних утицаја. Поменута препорука посебно је значајна као аспект укупног партиципативног управљања заштићеним подручјима.
( Овај рад је део истраживачких пројекта: Изазови и перспективе структурних промена у Србији: стратешки правци економског усклађивања са захтевима ЕУ (шифра: ОИ 179015) и Европске интеграције и друштвено-економске промене привреде Србије на путу ка ЕУ (шифра: ИИИ 47009), које финансира Министарство просвете, науке и технолошког развоја Републике Србије.


( This paper is a part of research projects numbers III 47009 (European integrations and social and economic changes in Serbian economy on the way to the EU) and OI 179015 (Challenges and prospects of structural changes in Serbia: Strategic directions for economic development and harmonization with EU requirements), financed by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.


� For analytical purposes of financial balance, the balance sheet must be adjusted so that the resources on the assets sided are delimited by maturities: the liquid, short-term assets and long-term assets (including funds that are permanently attached). The funds on the liability side should be delimited by periods of availability: the short-term sources of finance, own and long-term funding sources.


� For example, pests such as gypsy moth, has caused increase subsidies that parks get affected pest, which is not a real indicator of the business. On the other hand, since the NP generate profit through the sale of timber, we should bear in mind the supply of wood (because sales are realized by the end of the fiscal year).





