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The aim of this article is to define the relevant criteria for the evaluation of public–
private partnerships (PPP) for the implementation of the management partnership
model in Croatian seaports. Previous studies have indicated a number of effects that
PPPs need to achieve in order to ensure sustainable development. However, partner-
ship in seaports in the Republic of Croatia is a poorly researched issue and the rele-
vant criteria required for positive effects have not yet been defined. We have defined
five groups of criteria: economic-financial, organisational, technical-technological,
social criteria and criteria aimed at harmonisation with European Union policies (cur-
rently characteristic for Croatia). To determine the relevance and importance of these
criteria, it was necessary to collect data by using the method of interviewing experts
from different scientific areas and of diverse professional competences. Regarding
the relevant stakeholders (public interest, private interest and the interest of the
broader community), research analysis has provided multiple research results which
have pointed out that technical-technological and organisational development are the
key criteria for a successful partnership model. The results obtained in the research
can be applied to future management models in Croatian seaports that will be based
on PPPs.

Keywords: public–private partnership (PPP); management model; seaports; criteria

JEL classifications: L22, L33, M10, M13

1. Introduction

The strong effects of the globalisation and liberalisation process on the performance of
maritime transport, which has acquired a monopoly position in global foreign trade
when it comes to mass transit cargo, have brought about radical changes in ports, espe-
cially from technical, technological, legal and economic aspects. Today, nearly 70% of
the container terminals in the world are operable through public–private partnership
(PPP) models. Practices in the implementation of the PPP model in seaports differ
widely around the world, depending on the traditional model of port structures, as well
as on cultural and historical heritage.

Private-sector capital investments in the port system are clear indicators of interest
for PPP models in seaports and their implementation. In the last 20 years, in almost 60
developing countries, over 350 projects with private sector participation have been
implemented in world-famous ports. The largest numbers of PPP projects have been
implemented through the model of concession agreements (48%) and greenfield
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investments (40%). Less popular models are management and lease contracts (7%) and
the sale of interests in equity (6%) (The World Bank Group, 2013). The most common
private partners are global terminal operators, regional operators, stevedores, shippers,
transportation companies (rail, agents), equipment manufacturers, industrial conglomer-
ates and financial institutions. On the private partner side, port authorities (China, Singa-
pore) are also emerging as ‘private investors’. There are more and more networked
container terminals which are under the management of several shipping companies.
For example, only five global carriers or stevedores or hybrids companies (HPH, PSA,
APMT, DPW and Cosco) hold and control more than 50% of the container market share
(Drewry, 2012, p. 34). It appears that market domination by a few ‘players’ and a
strong potential market concentration is characterised by an imperfect market form
(oligopoly).

Despite these considerations, the largest and most efficient ports in the world are
still public ports, but only a few of them are publicly managed (Čišić & Perić, 2005,
p. 104). Today, the principle of landlord structure is the most common form of port
organisation. Therefore, many world ports, such as Rotterdam, Hamburg, Los Angeles
or Pusan Klang, are organised according to this principle. Under a landlord approach
the public sector is responsible for port planning, regulatory functions and ownership of
port-related land and basic infrastructure (Juhel, 2001, p. 163). The private sector is, in
turn, responsible for marine and terminal operations and the construction, acquisition,
and ownership of superstructure and equipment. This model, based on different PPP
models, has gained popularity because of increased port efficiency and end-user oriented
management, and because of the flexible triple structure between government,
employees and private management.

Previous studies have indicated a number of effects that PPPs need to achieve in
order to ensure sustainable development. However, these models have not been imple-
mented in the port sector in Republic of Croatia, although the popularity of PPPs in
other sectors has grown over the last decade.

Considering the above, the aim of this article is to define the relevant criteria for the
evaluation of PPPs for the implementation of the management partnership model in
Croatian seaports. Based on an analysis of the present knowledge as well as on their
research experience, we have defined five possible groups of criteria and tested the
relevance and importance of selected criteria.

The article contains five sections. In the first section, entitled Theoretical Back-
ground, we provide a brief but inevitably incomplete review of the literature, emphasis-
ing the gaps that will be the focus of this article. In the second section, Research
Methodology, we explain the selection of criteria and the method of data collection used
to determine the relevance and importance of selected criteria. The third section analyses
in detail the theoretical results for the evaluation of PPP criteria in seaports. The fourth
section focuses on the results of empirical research. The article finishes with conclusion
remarks.

2. Theoretical background

The sustainability approach of funding through PPPs in seaport systems is not self-
serving. Previous studies have indicated a number of effects that PPPs in ports need to
achieve to ensure the sustainable development of the port community; for example, they
need to increase efficiency and technological equipment; obtain additional capital and
better value for money; introduce private management; improve relationships with
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employees; foster trust and cooperation and better private participation; reduce the role
of the public sector and public deficits; enable risk-sharing; promote the cross-transfer
of public and private sector skills, knowledge and expertise, etc. (Asian Development
Bank, 2001; Drewry, 2012). Regardless of their type, PPPs in port activities, as a kind
of alternative mode of privatisation, should promote two major points (Perić Hadžić,
2012, p. 114):

(1) From the standpoint of public interests, PPPs need to ensure better performance
of port activities, in terms of greater efficiency and productivity, better manage-
ment, etc. At the same time, the public authorities (government) hold the land
and the basic infrastructure, help the private partner in carrying out capital
investment, promote economic regulation and the adoption of port policy mea-
sures, improve the port’s hinterland, take care of the protection of the maritime
domain, etc.

(2) From the standpoint of private interests, PPPs need to ensure all benefits (mo-
tives, purposes) of private businesses. The private sector provides the public sec-
tor with personnel, operational, commercial, financial, marketing, and
managerial support.

PPPs in Croatia have had a particularly important role in the development of infras-
tructure projects and the provision of quality public services. Over the last decade, more
challenging PPP projects have emerged in practice, especially in terms of transportation,
education and sciences, sports facilities, public administration buildings, and the
development of health and social welfare (Madir & Vrana, 2012). In the Strategic
Framework for the Development of Public–Private Partnerships in the Republic of Croa-
tia (Ministry of Economy of the Republic of Croatia, 2009) adopted by the Croatian
government, the basic framework and goals of PPPs have been set out. Furthermore, the
Strategic Framework notes that the key to the successful establishment and application
of PPPs is the best value for money, which includes: (1) risk distribution; (2) the great-
est possible gain from the efficiency, expertise, knowledge, skills, flexibility and innova-
tion of the private sector; (3) the principle of preserving the integrity of the provision of
public services and the availability of the public good; and (4) the principle of transfer-
ring expert and professional knowledge from the private to the public partner.

Although many important professional and scientific papers deal with PPPs in Croatia
(Barković & Širić, 2010; Kušljić & Marenjak, 2011; Madir & Vrana, 2012; Marenjak,
Skendrović, Vukmir, & Čengija, 2007), very few of them are related to the management
partnership models in seaports (Čišić & Perić, 2005; Oblak, Bistričić, & Jugović, 2013;
Perić Hadžić, 2012). Furthermore, they do not analyse or systematise any criteria for a
successful partnership in seaports, although studies have already been made in other
industries, such as tourism and hospitality (Perić, 2009).

3. Research methodology

The lack of scientific and professional research papers in the field of PPPs in the sea-
ports system, together with the lack of possible criteria for evaluating a model, was the
main reason that prompted us to analyse potential criteria for the evaluation of PPPs in
seaports with the purpose of evaluating the preliminary phase of PPP projects as well as
their implementation, controlling and monitoring phases.

228 A.P. Hadžić et al.



The selection of criteria was based on our desk research of relevant documents, on
scientific and empirical knowledge, and on the practice of PPP implementation in world
ports. The possible criteria in the evaluation of PPPs have been systematised into five
main groups: economic-financial criteria, organisational criteria, technical-technological
criteria, social criteria, and criteria of harmonisation with the EU policies. Each of these
criteria is also divided into sub-criteria.

We used the method of an online questionnaire to collect data on the relevance and
importance of selected criteria. The survey was conducted during April and May 2012.
The online questionnaire was sent to 169 email addresses of people who we judged
could be classified as experts of the PPP problem. The selection of experts was based
on several criteria such as relevant scientific and professional papers (books) published,
experience in the implementation of PPP projects in the transport area, good knowledge
of port management issues as well as legal provisions concerning the management of
the maritime domain, etc. The sample selection may seem relatively small (169 experts),
but it was not a typical market testing. The aim was to test key experts in Croatia in
order to obtain results relevant for scientific research. Respondents from several areas
were included, as shown in Table 1.

The study was conducted to define the criteria and their importance (weight).
Respondents were asked to identify the importance (impact or weight) of the offered cri-
teria. In accordance with their opinions, the respondents rated the criteria on a scale
from 1 to 10, where 1 was assigned to the criterion which was considered completely
irrelevant, and 10 to the criteria of the utmost importance for the evaluation of PPPs in
Croatian seaports.

The survey was divided into three parts: basic demographic data, analysis of the
criteria for the evaluation of PPPs, and the estimation of the power of certain interest
groups. It is important to emphasise that the overall analysis of criteria using the statisti-
cal software SPSS was made from the perspective of all stakeholders, of all groups of

Table 1. List of experts/institutions involved in the online questionnaire.

Experts/institutions involved in the online questionnaire

Public institutions: Agency for Public–Private
Partnerships, Agency for Export and
Investment Promotion, Croatian Chamber of
Economy, Ministry of Finance – Department
for concessions and PPPs, Ministry of
Maritime Affairs, Transport and
Infrastructure, Ministry of Regional
DevelopmentUniversity/Faculty: Faculty of
Economics – University of Rijeka, Faculty of
Economics – University of Split, Faculty of
Civil Engineering – University of Osijek,
Faculty of Tourism and Hospitality
Management – University of Rijeka, Faculty
of Maritime Studies – University of Rijeka,
Faculty of Law – University of Split Private
companies: AGIPLAN d.o.o. Zagreb, Agit
d.d., Adriatic Gate d.d., Jadroagent d.d.,
Luka Rijeka d.d., MAERSK, Enhancing
SME Performance Project

Port authorities for ports of outstanding
(international) economic importance to the
Republic of Croatia – Rijeka, Zadar, Šibenik,
Split, Ploče and Dubrovnik Port authorities for
ports of county importance: Bakar-Kraljevica,
Cres, Crikvenica, Korčula, Krk, Mali Lošinj,
Novalja, Novi Vinodolski, Opatija-Lovran,
Poreč, Pula, Rab, Rabac, Rovinj, Senj, Umag –
Novigrad, Vela Luka, Port Authority of the
County of Dubrovnik – Neretva, Port Authority
of the County of Split – Dalmatia, Port
Authority of the County of Šibenik – Knin,
Port Authority of the County of Zadar

Source: Authors.
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criteria and of the specific criteria, requiring long and complex data processing. That
means that all groups of criteria and every specific criterion have been analysed regard-
ing the interests of the public sector, the private sector, the broader community and all
stakeholders.

4. Theoretical results for the evaluation of PPP criteria in seaports

The potential criteria for the evaluation of PPPs have been systematised according to
the sequence of the research and are presented in Figure 1. The criteria have been sys-
tematised into five main groups: economic-financial criteria, organisational criteria,
technical-technological criteria, social criteria, and criteria of harmonisation with the EU
policies. Each group of criteria is divided into sub-criteria.

Figure 1. Potential criteria for PPP evaluation in the port system.
Source: Authors.
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4.1. Economic-financial criteria

The economic-financial criteria seek to assign certain financial and economical values to
the possible models of PPPs:

(1) Contribution to GDP – the realisation of PPP models can have a significant
impact on the increased flow of investment and increased government spending
or on the income for the state, profit and amortisation.

(2) Economic growth acceleration can be related to the construction of new capaci-
ties, increased flow of transport incomes/expenses, which occur in all phases of
the project cycle. The multiplier effect has been noted in particular (Kesić &
Jugović, 2006, p. 90). Entities involved in the production of port services and
logistics services through their services and realised incomes are creating direct
multiplicative financial impact on the national economy.

(3) Smaller public expenditure is related to the position of the state to reduce
expenses (costs) of the public sector, as much as possible. Investments in sea-
ports are always underpinned with government investments, especially in terms
of infrastructure. For example, the Croatian government planned to invest €531
million in the seaport system for the period from 2006 to 2013 (Perić Hadžić,
2011, p. 113). Of course, the realisation of this investment cycle did not
transpire. If private capital were to start investing in seaports through the PPP
model, the share of public investment would be drastically reduced.

(4) Long-term budgetary sustainability of the public sector. PPP projects in ports
make it possible to increase fees from concessions, use budgetary resources
more efficiently and reduce the public deficit.

(5) Invested capital return is an indicator which is important for the public sector
but even more for the private sector in PPP projects. Most commonly it is mea-
sured by the return on equity or internal rate of profitability and with some other
method of project evaluation.

(6) Facilitated provision of capital refers to the ability to facilitate the provision of
capital to the public sector, if there is a partnership. This applies to the approach
of non-credit sources of long-term financing, attracting private investment and
the development of attractive financial projects on the market.

(7) Allocation and risk management is a very important indicator, because the
public sector in partnership projects expects a joint distribution of risk. In PPP
projects, large parts of the risk are transferred to the private sector, but the
public sector has to accept their role in the allocation and management of the
risks (political, economic, generally) and has to support the private sector.

4.2. Organisational criteria

Organisational criteria should contribute to the improvement of organisational elements
in the seaports systems by using PPPs. For the purposes of this research, a number of
important organisational sub-criteria have been allocated as follows:

(1) Improvement of management functions is related to the transfer of global man-
agement standards, the implementation of know-how, and the training of port
managers in the case of partnerships. When it comes to partnerships, these
activities are carried out by the private sector, which is usually non-politically
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oriented and whose experience and skills can significantly improve the
management function in ports.

(2) Increment of the beneficiaries’ participation is an extremely important sub-
criterion. Usually, on the private sector side, shippers, cargo owners, terminal
operators, inland carriers and logistics companies are the main users of port
services. Their interest in good and long-term business is more than obvious.

(3) Intellectual capital refers to the understanding that human capital represents the
main source of the competitive ability of an organisation in market competition
(Marimuthu, Arokiasamy, & Ismail, 2009; Njuguna, 2009).

(4) Partnership duration affects the stability of the partners’ relationship. Long-term
relationships create long-term partnerships and trust between partners. When
evaluating the organisation, trust is now one of the new indicators that is to be
considered.

(5) Business processes control is related to measuring, monitoring and analysing the
execution of business processes. Business processes depend on productivity, for-
mal communications, organisational processes, system quality, implementation
of a quality management concept in monitoring critical control points, document
management systems, etc.

4.3. Technical-technological criteria

The technical-technological criteria should contribute to the technical-technological
development of the port system. For the purpose of this research, a number of signifi-
cant sub-criteria are identified:

(1) Port service quality improvement – The port service quality concept is based on
clearly defined terms denoting quality, determined requirements that a port must
satisfy on the market, the main port functions (fields of activity), the identifica-
tion of interest groups and their requirements, the identification of bottlenecks,
etc. The European Commission also emphasises the importance of port services
quality research. For the first time, a document entitled ‘Reinforcing Quality Ser-
vices in Seaports: A Key for European Transport’ (Commission of the European
Communities, 2001), also referred to as the Ports Package, provided guidance
for access to the market of port services. The fundamental aim of the port
development strategy, by the European Commission, was to establish the rules
that would set high standards on the market of port services to ensure transpar-
ent procedures and high quality (Kolanović, 2007, p. 214). The assumption is
that PPPs can enhance some of the segments that measure port services, such as
coordination, flexibility, availability of labour, availability of contractors, etc.

(2) Port infrastructure modernisation relates to new investments in the port infras-
tructure and the renovation and maintenance of existing infrastructure (breakwa-
ters, quay and other port land areas, buildings, transportation infrastructure, the
safety of navigation, etc.).

(3) Port superstructure and port mobile machinery modernisation applies to new
investments in, and maintenance of, active elements in the port area (administra-
tive buildings, warehouses, silos, tanks, port cargo handling facilities, cranes,
transport vehicles, floating facilities). Each replacement, modernisation or expan-
sion of existing capacities with new ones results in positive effects, while the
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lack or deformation of elements on a technical level leads to the dysfunction
and disability of the system.

(4) The development and application of innovative technologies implies the imple-
mentation of ICT and e-business forms for achieving optimal cargo flows, thus
ensuring the efficiency, high quality and competitiveness of transport services
and the competitive ability of the port. This kind of new organisational approach
is particularly effective in rationalising costs and transaction costs, improving
administrative processes, spurring the coordination process between participants,
and improving business performance.

4.4. Social criteria

The social criteria include criteria that contribute to developing broader social commu-
nity interests and to creating a welfare society (community).

(1) Legal regulations change is related to the issues of the maritime domain. Article 5
of the Maritime Domain and Seaports Act (Official Gazette of the Republic of
Croatia, 2003) states that the maritime domain cannot acquire ownership or other
rights of any kind. Buildings and other structures on the maritime domain, which
are permanently associated with the maritime domain, are considered as belong-
ing to the maritime domain. Therefore, it is difficult to imagine serious invest-
ments in the maritime domain that are not credited when a lien (mortgage) allows
investors the most appropriate guarantee for the repayment of loans. Today’s
‘anti-ownership’ concept of the Maritime Domain and Seaports Act does not
address the complex issues of capital investment in the maritime domain and the
acquired rights, especially in the field of ports open to public traffic, and it fails to
deal with a series of questions concerning the legal nature of the property.

(2) Reducing the impact of the public (state) sector – by introducing PPPs, the gov-
ernment sector outsources certain parts of activities (marine and terminal opera-
tions, construction, acquisition, ownership of superstructure and equipment) and
leaves them to the private sector, which is more efficient. The state continues to
carry out the development policy and the method and intensity of PPP promotion,
and it sets the legal framework that provides safety and business attractiveness to
investors, especially with regard to foreign capital.

(3) Local government involvement is based on the relationship between the port and
the city. In the so-called port cities (such as the City of Rijeka), the port has a very
important role in the promotion of the city and in the development of the region.
Because a considerable part of the population of the city and its surrounding areas
is linked to the maritime industry (the shipbuilding industry), the development of
the port leads to the development of the region.

(4) Ecologically sustainable development – the delivery of PPP projects in seaports
must be based on the principles of ecologically sustainable development and on
the social well-being of the majority of the population. Unfortunately, while they
are exploited, natural resources are not amortised in GDP calculations. How do
you compensate for a part of the coast that is lost after being converted into a
quay? What is the cost of ecological sustainability? Clearly, the aim must be to
achieve optimal economic and social development (ensuring sustainable growth
and development through strengthening the competitive capacity of the seaport
sector).
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4.5. Criteria for harmonisation with European Union policies

At present, criteria for harmonisation with European Union policies are very important
for the Republic of Croatia. The main sub-criteria are as follows:

(1) Privatisation increases private sector participation in the ownership structure. As
a model of the sector’s cooperation in resolving current problems and difficul-
ties, government property privatisation is an especially important process for the
affirmation and expansion of partnerships. The privatisation of ports had impor-
tant economic consequences. Through the sale of shares to employees, privatisa-
tion has led to a more collaborative and productive workplace, to new sources
of capital and has created preconditions for profitable investments in the port
system (UNCTAD, 1998, p. 12). Although different in their nature, privatisation
and the establishment of partnerships can significantly improve economic perfor-
mance and help to promote domestic and foreign private investment.

(2) Ensuring open access to market and market competition is based on the idea of
a single market, that is, on regarding the EU as a unified territory where there is
free movement of people, money, goods and services, which encourages com-
petitiveness and trades and helps to increase efficiency. Regarding ports and
granting concessions for port areas, it is necessary to ensure open access to the
market and market competition, as well as to provide equal opportunities of
access and survival on the port market.

(3) Defining an optimal level of subsidies (payments). State aid control, as a
component of market competition, needs to ensure equal business conditions
and an opportunity for success. Summed up in the well-known catchphrase ‘less
and better targeted aid’, the state aid policy of the European Union focuses on
the elimination of market failures. When it comes to the port sector, the support
of the government is necessary for the construction of a basic port and hinter-
land infrastructure, which is essential for an optimal cargo flow. However, state
subsidies should be within tolerable limits. The introduction of private partners
in the port management structure releases part of the state subsidies to ports and
leaves the state space for the quality investment of its support.

(4) Protection of the public interest and maximising the added value is about
achieving overall stability and country prosperity to the satisfaction of all citi-
zens. In this sense, the government appears as an instrument to improve the
community and increase its overall well-being. The European Union and its ori-
entation to liberalism have created a European model of a society based on the
Lisbon strategy. For services that the public interest is satisfied with, public
authorities will bear the ultimate responsibility for their performance and will
ensure adequate quality of service.

5. Results of empirical research and discussion

Out of 169 questionnaires, 59 questionnaires, representing 35% of the selected sample,
were completely filled out and analysed. The study included 16 experts (27.12%) from
the government sector (Ministry and public administration, port authorities). Fully
49.14% of the respondents (29 experts) felt that they do not represent the interests of
either the state or the private sector, but rather their own attitudes and thoughts. There-
fore they have been categorised as the broader community. The private sector, in terms
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of shipping organisations, shipping premises and logistics organisations, accounted for
seven experts (11.87%). The 11.87% of respondents who did not respond to the ques-
tions could not be categorised in any of the stakeholder subgroups. Instead, their
responses have been presented in the group of all stakeholders. Top managers account
for 20.34% of respondents, while middle and operational management account for
47.63% of respondents.

Part of the results of processing criteria values from different points of view (all
stakeholders, public sector interest groups, private sector interest groups and broader
community interest groups) are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 shows the values of average and standard deviation of the criteria for differ-
ent interest groups according to the analysis of the online surveys. If we try to display
the mentioned data graphically, the graph will show the difference between the average
values of the respondents. These data are presented in Figure 2.

Figure 2 outlines the deviation from the estimated values of the criteria. Because of
the sample size, it is difficult to estimate the statistical differences among sample sub-
groups, but, certainly, significant differences, compared to the average, can indicate the
attitudes of the subgroups. For example, the private sector has not shown great interest
in contributing to macroeconomic indicators, such as GDP growth or long-term budget
sustainability, while clear interest is shown in indicators pertaining to the users’ partic-
ipation in the port system, ensuring open access to the market and improving various
technical-technological criteria.

Moreover, all the criteria have been filtered due to the highest average value and 15
of them have been selected. The first five priority criteria derive from the technical-
technological criteria group. Generally speaking, the standard deviations in this group
are quite small thus indicating that all stakeholders are quite homogenous in criteria
evaluation. This suggests that all stakeholders are aware of the fact that problems relat-
ing to technical-technological equipment have hindered the development of the port sys-
tem. Although the survey did not focus on problems concerning the port hinterland and
the development of other transport modes (for example, railway transport) to ensure
normal port service operations, the opinions of experts regarding such problems would
most likely have confirmed the above-stated fact.

Of the organisational criteria group, four criteria have been ranked within the top 15
criteria: improving management function, intellectual capital, partnership duration and
control of business processes. This indicates a collective opinion on the possibilities of
improving organisational components in Croatian ports. The port system needs capable
non-political managers who are able to apply global management standards and are
aware that human capital is the main source of achieving competitiveness and creating
new value. The duration of a partnership is also recognised as an important criterion
because it contributes to long-term relationships and to partnership stability for a longer
period of time, in compliance with the conditions specified in the main contract. In the
case of concession agreements for port terminals, the partnership can last 30 years at
least, while in the case of greenfield projects, the time period is theoretically unlimited.

There are only two economic-financial criteria among the top 15: the facilitation of
raising capital (outside the original public budget) and the acceleration of economic
growth. Furthermore, among the criteria for the convergence of EU policies, only two
criteria have been pointed out: the protection of public interests and ensuring open
access to a market, which is very important in the context of accession to the European
Union. Two criteria of the social criteria group hold the last two places; these are
ecologically sustainable development and legal regulations change.
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In addition, the survey has analysed the importance of defining a specific set of
criteria in assessing and evaluating PPP projects in Croatian seaports. A review of the
average values of the criteria groups is presented in Table 1. The table shows that the
technical-technological criteria are rated the highest and do not differ too much in rela-
tion to the interest groups. Therefore, all interest groups, both the public and private
sector and the broader community, have highly rated this group of criteria. There is a
similar situation with the organisational criteria, to which all interest groups attach equal
importance. In other words, all those interested in PPP projects in ports consider organ-
isational criteria, such as increasing user participation, improving management functions
and enhancing intellectual capital, as being important.

When it comes to the economic-financial criteria, differences in the opinions and
attitudes of the respondents are important. The reason for this lies perhaps in the fact
that the economic-financial criteria seek to encompass potential effects from the stand-
point of the private and public sectors. For example, the private sector has not shown
great interest in criteria such as long-term budgetary sustainability or growth of GDP,
but, on the other hand, has clearly shown interest for the return rate on investment. The
situation is reversed when it comes to the interests of the public sector. More emphasis
is placed on criteria relating to the allocation of risk, increase in the GDP and the
acceleration of economic growth, while the return rate on investment is not a crucial
criterion.

The situation is similar concerning social criteria. For some of the mentioned
criteria, the state sector has shown a greater interest, for example in environmentally-
friendly development or in the involvement of local government. The broader
community has great expectations in the field of sustainable ecological development.

Figure 2. Comparative view of average criteria values for all interest groups.
Source: Authors.
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The private sector is seeking changes in the legal regulations to facilitate access to PPP
projects and in the involvement of the local government.

The state sector has shown the highest interest in criteria of harmonisation with the
EU policies, especially in the area of privatisation, as part of the general restructuring of
the economy and, in this case, of seaports as well; defining the optimal level of subsi-
dies to certain sectors of the economy; the protection of the public interest; and ensuring
open access to the market.

The aim of the last part of the survey was to estimate the power (influence) of certain
interest groups in decision-making in PPP projects in Croatian seaports. The question
was asked to determine the influence that certain interest groups should have in the deci-
sion-making process in projects. It is necessary to emphasise that this is a hypothetical
case, that is, what kind of power should certain interest groups have in decision-making?
It is important to emphasise that the interests of creditors, as one of the possible interest
groups, are also included here.

The respondents have indicated that the power of the stakeholders (public sector,
private sector, broader community and creditors) should be balanced – 25% each. This
is not the case in the real-world decision-making process in port management systems,
where the powers of interest groups are imbalanced. The most important role is assumed
by the public sector (39%), as the decision-maker on the implementation of the partner-
ship. The private partner has a significant importance in the decision-making process
(25.4%), but must adapt to the requirements of the public sector. Creditors, such as
world banking organisations (WB, EIB, etc.), usually have their own terms of financing
these PPP projects, from seeking a mortgage, or city or state guarantee for the repay-
ment of the loan, so that their power in the decision-making process figures out at
20.3%. Although the welfare of the community is a major PPP goal, the local commu-
nity has the least influence in decision-making (15.3%). However, local community
power should not be underestimated, because there are examples (Adria Group) where
the local community has reacted negatively to certain projects, leading to their collapse.

6. Conclusion

We have focused on defining the criteria for the management partnership model in
Croatian seaports which could be used to evaluate partnership project preparation,
implementation, control and monitoring. Based on scientific and professional develop-
ments, interviews with experts, practice of other countries in implementing partnerships
in ports, we have defined five main groups of criteria: economic-financial, technologi-
cal-technical, social and organisational criteria and criteria for compliance with EU
policies.

To determine the relevance and importance of the criteria, an online questionnaire
has been used. We have analysed the experts’ opinions with regard to the interest they
represent in PPP projects in Croatian seaports (public interest, private interest or the
interest of the broader community) and how they evaluate the individual criteria and the
power (influence) of certain interest groups in the decision-making process.

An interesting study outcome is that the financial criteria are not crucial for a part-
nership in seaports, while technical-technological equipment and the organisational
components of port systems, which need to be improved, are seen as the main obstacles
to the development of Croatian ports. The research results also indicate the diversity of
opinion of certain interest groups. The private sector does not show a great interest in
contributing to macroeconomic indicators (GDP growth or long-term sustainability of
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the budget), although it is clearly interested in the indicators of increased user participa-
tion and providing open access to the government. Furthermore, the research results
have also shown that, although the power of certain interest groups should be balanced,
this is not the case in practice.

Finally, it is essential that there is a broad consensus in relation to the scope of PPPs
and to the process through which PPP projects can be developed because the benefits
offered by PPPs in seaports are related to all stakeholders.
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