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SAZETAK: Cilj ovog rada je istraZiti u¢inke primjene modela koncesija u turizmu na slucaju turi-
stiCkog zemljiSta u hrvatskim obalnim destinacijama. Turisticko zemljiste je prije pretvorbe i privatizacije
bilo sastavni dio nekretnina u bilancama drzavnih poduzeéa. Turisticko zemljiSte nije procijenjeno, niti
privatizirano tijekom procesa tranzicije i privatizacije 1990-ih godina. Predmetna poduzeca nastavila su
nakon privatizacije upravljati objektima na turistickom zemljiStu, a koncesijski model uveden je 2010. go-
dine. U radu se istraZuju pokazatelji uspjesnosti kampova na turistickom zemljiStu predmetnih poduzeca i
destinacija u usporedbi s drugim kampovima, poduzec¢ima i destinacijama u 2011. i 2019. godini. U rad je
ukljucena i studija slu¢aja jednog kampa na turistickom zemljistu prije i nakon ulaganja u smislu naplacenih
poreza i javnih naknada. Rezultati ukazuju na bolje performanse poduzeca koja upravljaju kampovima na
turistickom zemljiStu u usporedbi s drugim poduzecima, kao i na bolje performanse destinacija u kojima
postoji turisticko zemljiste u odnosu na druge destinacije na hrvatskoj obali, te i na to da ucinci koncesija na
lokalne zajednice uvelike ovise o upravljanju, regulaciji i planiranju.
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ABSTRACT: This paper aims to investigate the effects of implementing a concession model of
‘state-owned tourist plots’ (hereafter SOTPs) on the tourism sector in Croatian coastal destinations.
Prior to ownership transformation and privatization, an SOTP was an integral part of the real estate
that was owned and operated by the state-owned companies. During the process of transition and pri-
vatisation in the 1990s SOTPs were neither evaluated nor privatised, but continued to be operated by
the respective companies after privatisation when the concession model was introduced in 2010. The
paper examines the performance indicators of the campsites on SOTPs, the respective companies and
destinations in comparison to other camps, companies and destinations in 2011 and 2019, and presents
a case study of an SOTP-based campsite prior to and post investment from the collected taxes and
public charges. The findings suggest that both the companies and the destinations on SOTPs show
better performance indicators compared to other destinations and companies on the Croatian coast,
and that the effects of the concessions on local communities largely depend on governance, regulation,
and planning.
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1. UVOD

Jadranska Hrvatska jedno je od najin-
tenzivnijih turistickih podrucja EU-a mje-
reno brojem turisti¢kih noc¢enja u odnosu na
ukupnu povrSinu (Eurostat, 2022). Turizam
je glavni pokreta¢ nacionalnog gospodar-
stva, doprinoseéi s gotovo 17% nacionalnog
BDP-a (MINT, 2022a). Dok privatni smjestaj
(nekretnine u privatnom vlasnistvu) ¢ini go-
tovo 60% ukupnog smjestajnog kontingenta,
kolektivni smjestaj (kampovi, hoteli i odma-
ralista) biljezi znatno vece stope popunjeno-
sti i ekonomski doprinos nacionalnom gos-
podarstvu (MINT, 2022a).

Veéina kolektivnih smjestajnih obje-
kata na hrvatskoj obali (Jadranska Hrvat-
ska) izgradena je drZavnim inicijativama
tijekom 1960-ih i 1970-ih godina, a njima
su upravljala drZavna poduzeéa u skladu s
gospodarskim modelom bivSe Socijalisti¢ke
Federativne Republike Jugoslavije. S progla-
Senjem neovisnosti 1991. godine, Hrvatska je
zapocCela prelazak na trZiSno gospodarstvo
i s time povezane masovne privatizacijske
procese.

U postupku privatizacije drustvenih podu-
zeca koja obavljaju turisticku djelatnost u di-
onicka drustva, u pravilu nije procijenjen dio
zemljiSta na kojem su izgradeni hoteli, kam-
povi, odmaraliSta i drugi objekti, ve¢ samo
gradevine, objekti, a tek djelomi¢no zemljisne
Cestice na kojima su izgradeni, a cjelokupni je
proces zapoceo krajem 1990-ih godina. Na-
kon postupka prenamjene objekti su u pravilu
prelazili u vlasniStvo trgovackih drustava, a
dio zemljista ispod i oko objekata u vlasnis-
tvo Republike Hrvatske. Prema zakonskoj
definiciji, (neprocijenjeno) turistiCko zemljiste
su nevrednovane gradevinske Cestice na koji-
ma su izgradeni, ili su bili izgradeni, hoteli,
turisticka naselja i/ili kampovi, a koje Cine
funkcionalnu cjelinu s predmetom izgradnje
(Narodne novine, 2010). Ukupna povrSina tu-
ristickog zemljista u Hrvatskoj iznosi oko 14,5
milijuna m? koji se odnose na kamping, i 10
milijuna m? na hotele i ljetovalista.

1. INTRODUCTION

Adriatic Croatia is one of the most inten-
sive tourism areas of the EU measured by the
number of tourist overnights relative to the
total area (Eurostat, 2022). Tourism is also
the major driver of the national economy,
contributing to nearly 17% of the national
GDP (MINT, 2022a). While private ac-
commodation (privately owned real estate)
accounts for nearly 60% of the total accom-
modation stock, collective accommodation
(campsites, hotels and resorts) records sub-
stantially higher occupancy rates and eco-
nomic contribution to the national economy
(MINT, 2022a).

The majority of the collective accom-
modation establishments on the Croatian
coast (Adriatic Croatia) were built through
state initiatives during the 1960s and 1970s,
and were operated by the state-owned com-
panies in line with the economic model of
the former Socialist Federative Republic of
Yugoslavia. Having declared independence
in 1991, Croatia initiated transition to mar-
ket economy and the corresponding massive
privatisation processes.

In the process of transforming the social-
ly-owned enterprises operating in tourism
into share capital companies, which started
at the end of the 1990s, as a rule the value
of the land on which the hotels, campsites,
resorts and other facilities were located was
not assessed in entirety, but it included only
the buildings, facilities and partially the land
plots underneath the them. After the conver-
sion process, the facilities typically became
the property of the companies, while the parts
of the land under and around the facilities be-
came the property of the Republic of Croatia.
The legal definition of state-owned tourist
plots (SOTPs) refers to unevaluated construc-
tion plots on which hotels, tourist resorts and/
or campsites are or were built that constitute
functional units with the development object
(Narodne Novine, 2010). The total area of the
SOTPs in Croatia amounts to approximately
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Predmetna druStva nastavila su upravljati
svim objektima kojima su upravljala i prije
privatizacije, uklju€ujuci i one koji ukljucuju
turisticko zemljiSte. Medutim, uspostavlja-
nje zakonskog okvira koji bi definirao prava
i odgovornosti izmedu strana u koristenju
turistickog zemljista na obostrano zadovolja-
vajuéi nacin, pokazalo se kao tezak i dugo-
trajan proces. Jedina izvjesnost od pocetka
procesa privatizacije bila je da ée turisticko
zemljiSte biti ponudeno poduzeéima koja
danas njima upravljaju kao povlastenom ko-
risniku po modelu koncesije. Prema Kuku-
rinu i Stifanicu (2022), razdoblje do 2010.
godine karakterizirala je pravna nesigurnost
u pogledu kori$tenja turistickog zemljiSta za
poduzeca i niske koncesijske naknade, Sto je
predstavljalo suboptimalnu situaciju za obje
strane. Pravna nesigurnost obeshrabrila je
tvrtke da udu u znatna kapitalna ulaganja
(poput poboljsanja kategorije), dok je javni
sektor ostvarivao koncesijske naknade bit-
no ispod realnih trZi$nih uvjeta. Ovo stanje
popravljeno je prvim cjelovitim zakonskim
rjeSenjem iz 2010. godine (Narodne novine,
2010), ali budu¢i da ovaj pocetni zakonski
okvir ipak nije u potpunosti dao Zeljene re-
zultate, 2020. godine uvedeno je poboljSano
zakonsko rjeSenje (Narodne novine, 2020).
Predmet ovog istraZivanja su ucinci uvodenja
modela funkcionalne koncesije 2010. godine
na kampove, operativna poduzeca i destina-
cije te usporedba s kampovima, poduze¢ima
i destinacijama u kojima prevladavaju ne-
kretnine u slobodnom vlasni§tvu.

Za potrebe ovog rada koristit Ce se sljede-
¢a definicija pojma ,.turisticko zemljiste. Tu-
risticko zemljiSte su one gradevinske parcele:
e koje nisu procijenjene u vrijednost podu-

zeca u postupku pretvorbe, odnosno koje

nisu upisane u temeljni kapital drustva u

postupku privatizacije;

e kojima se prostornim planiranjem ut-
vrduje namjena turistickog smjeStaja i
zemljiSta na kojima se grade gradevine
turisticke namjene (kampovi, hoteli i tu-
ristiCka naselja);

14.5 million m? engaged in campsites and 10
million m?in hotels and resorts.

These companies continued to manage all
facilities as before the privatisation, including
those located on SOTPs. However, establish-
ing a regulatory framework that would define
the rights and responsibilities between the
parties on SOTP usage in a mutually satis-
factory manner proved to be a difficult and
lengthy process. The only certainty from the
beginning of the privatisation process was
that SOTPs would be offered for purchase to
the respective companies as the preferential
users the under a concession model. Accord-
ing to Kukurin and Stifani¢ (2022), the peri-
od until 2010 was characterized by legal un-
certainty in terms of the SOTP usage for the
operating companies and low concession fees,
which resulted in a lose-lose situation. The
legal uncertainty discouraged the companies’
substantial capital investment efforts (such as
category upgrades), while the public sector
yielded considerably sub-standard earnings
from SOTPs. This situation improved by the
first comprehensive legal solution in 2010
(Narodne Novine, 2010). However, since the
initial legal framework did not produce the
desired results, an improved legal solution
was implemented in 2020 (Narodne Novine,
2020). This article presents a study on the
effects of the implementation of a functional
concession model in 2010 in campsites, op-
erating companies and destinations, and their
comparison with such facilities located on
freehold real estate properties.

For the purposes of this paper, the fol-
lowing definition of the term SOTP will be
used. An SOTP is a construction plot:

e that is not calculated in the value of the
social enterprise in the transition process,
i.e. that was not included in the company’s
share capital in the privatization process;

e that is designated in the spatial planning
documents for the purpose of tourist ac-
commodation or the land on which tour-
ist facilities (campsites, hotels and tourist
resorts) are built;
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e na kojima turisticka druStva imaju pravo
koriStenja, upravljanja i raspolaganja.

2. PREGLED LITERATURE
2.1. Model koncesije u turizmu

EU (2022) definira koncesiju na sljede-
¢i nacin: ,,Ugovore o koncesiji koriste javna
tijela za pruZanje usluga ili izgradnju infra-
strukture. Koncesije ukljuuju ugovorni od-
nos izmedu tijela javne vlasti i gospodarskog
subjekta (ovlaStenika koncesije). Potonji pru-
Za usluge ili izvodi radove i prima naknadu
tako Sto mu se dopusta iskoriStavanje rada
ili usluge.” Osnovna razlika izmedu modela
zakupa i koncesije je u tome §to se zakupom
omogucuje Sira eksploatacija predmeta zaku-
pa, dok se koncesija daje samo za odredenu
djelatnost (eksploataciju). U tom smislu, turi-
sti¢ko zemljiSte je od 2010. godine uredeno
po modelu koncesije, buduéi da je nositelj
koncesije (turisti¢ko poduzece) ograni¢en na
pojedinu gospodarsku djelatnost, odnosno
turisticki smjestaj (Narodne novine, 2010;
Narodne novine, 2020).

Strukturiranje zemljiSnih koncesija za
turizam i njihovi ekonomski, okoli$ni i drus-
tveni ucinci privukli su znanstvenu pozor-
nost. Medutim, istraZivanja su uglavnom bila
koncentrirana na parkove prirode i druga
zaSti¢ena podrucja (Wyman et al., 2011; Wo-
uters, 2011; Spenceley, 2016; Dinica, 2017,
Rao et al., 2022). Nadalje, u vodicu Svjetske
banke o turistickim koncesijama Spenceley
(2016) daje sljedecu definiciju turisticke kon-
cesije: ,,Koncesija je zakup, licenca, sluznost
ili dozvola za radnju koju poduzima bilo koja
strana, osim agencije za zaSti¢ena podrucja.
Koncesija se moze dodijeliti putem brojnih
procesa, ukljucujuéi drazbu, natjecaj, izrav-
nu dodjelu predmetnoj zajednici ili kao od-
govor na neZeljenu prijavu. Najbolja praksa,
medutim, sugerira da bi se koncesija trebala
dodjeljivati na konkurentan i transparentan
nacin.” Budu¢i da ova definicija takoder im-
plicira turisticke koncesije koje se dogadaju

e that tourism companies are entitled to
use, manage and have at disposal.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Concession model in tourism

The EU (2022) defines concession as
follows: “Concession contracts are used by
public authorities to deliver services or con-
struct infrastructure. Concessions involve a
contractual arrangement between a public
authority and an economic operator (the con-
cession holder). The latter provides services
or carries out works and is remunerated by
being permitted to exploit the work or ser-
vice.” The main difference between a lease
and a concession is that the former allows
for broader exploitation of the lease object,
whereas the latter is provided for a specific
activity (exploitation) only. In this respect,
since 2010 SOTPs have been regulated under
the concession model, the concession holder
(tourism companies) is limited to a particular
economic activity, i.e. tourism accommoda-
tion (Narodne novine, 2010; Narodne novine,
2020).

The structuring of land concessions for
tourism and their economic, environmental
and social effects have drawn scientific at-
tention. However, investigations have mostly
been concentrated on natural parks and other
protected areas (Wyman et al., 2011; Wouters,
2011; Spenceley, 2016; Dinica, 2017; Rao et
al., 2022). Furthermore, in the World Bank
guidebook on tourism concessions, Spence-
ley (2016) provides the following definition
of a tourism concession: “A concession is a
lease, license, easement or permit for an oper-
ation undertaken by any party other than the
protected area agency. A concession may be
awarded via a number of processes, including
auction, tender, direct award to an affected
community, or in response to an unsolicited
application. Best practice, however, suggests
that concession should be awarded in a com-
petitive and transparent manner.” Since this
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u zastiCenim podrucjima, moguce je tvrditi
da su zemljiSne koncesije uglavnom pove-
zane s prirodno zaSti¢enim podrucjima, dok
se razvoj obalnog turizma velikih razmjera
oslanja na druge modele koriStenja zemljiSta,
ponajvise na slobodno vlasnistvo.

Prema Neefu (2021), to nije slucaj s glo-
balnim jugom (Latinska Amerika i Kari-
bi, subsaharska Afrika, juZna i jugoisto¢na
Azija, Bliski istok i jugozapadni Pacifik) za
koje autor navodi studije sluCaja otimanja
zemljiSta za turistiCku djelatnost od kojih se
dio odvija po modelu dugoro¢nih koncesija.
Kenney-Lazar (2020) ispituje slucaj zemljis-
nih koncesija u ruralnim podrucjima Laosa,
zakljuCujuéi da su sve odluke koje se odno-
se na koncesije velikih razmjera u konacnici
politicke. Isti autor nadalje tvrdi da ako kon-
cesijski uvjeti nisu u skladu s prethodnim
planiranjem koristenja zemljiSta i gospodar-
stva, ili ako taj okvir planiranja nije izraden i
potom aZuriran prema visokim standardima,
na kraju gubi na vaZnosti u procesu donose-
nja odluka o koncesiji otvarajuci put subop-
timalnom donoSenju odluka i povezanim du-
goro¢nim posljedicama.

Ispitujuci najbolje prakse turistickih kon-
cesija u zasti¢enim podrucjima u 22 zemlje,
Wyman et al. (2011) otkrili su da su najve-
ée slabosti praksi vezane uz kvalifikacije
koncesije pravne i financijske odgovornosti,
dok su prednosti ukljucivale ekoloSku odgo-
vornost i poveéanje drusStvene odgovornosti.
Dinica (2017) istraZzuje u€inke produZenih
turisti¢kih koncesija u nacionalnim parkovi-
ma Novog Zelanda od 2009. godine, ali nisu
pronadeni nikakvi pozitivni uéinci u potica-
nju gospodarskog rasta otvaranjem poslov-
nog pristupa prirodnoj bastini i resursima u
nacionalnim parkovima.

Rao et al. (2022) uspostavili su model
ekoloske kompenzacije kako bi se adekvat-
no procijenila vrijednost krajolika u okviru
modela turisticke koncesije, zakljucivsi da je
koncesija ucinkovit oblik trZiSnog sudjelova-
nja u ekoloskoj kompenzaciji u nacionalnim
parkovima. Wouters (2011) je analizirao so-

definition also implies the tourism conces-
sions in the protected areas, it is possible to
argue that land concessions are mostly related
to naturally protected areas while large-scale
coastal tourism development relies on other
models of land use, most notably on freehold
property.

According to Neef (2021), this is not
the case with the Global South areas (Lat-
in America and the Caribbean, sub-Saharan
Africa, South and Southeast Asia, the Middle
East and the Southwest Pacific) for which the
author provides case studies of land grabbing
for tourism activities some of which are op-
erated under long-term concession models.
Kenney-Lazar (2020) examines the case of
land concessions in the rural areas of Laos,
concluding that any large-scale concession
related decisions are ultimately political. The
same author further argues that unless the
concession terms comply with prior land-use
and economic planning, or unless the plan-
ning framework is developed and updated
according to the high standards, it eventual-
ly loses relevance in the process of the con-
cession decision-making and thus leading to
suboptimal decision-making and the related
long-term consequences.

Examining the best practices of tour-
ism concessions in the protected areas of 22
countries, Wyman et al. (2011) found that
the greatest weaknesses of best practices
appear to be with concession qualifications,
legal, and financial responsibilities, while the
strengths included environmental and the in-
creased social responsibilities. Dinica (2017)
studied the effects of prolonged tourism
concessions in New Zealand national parks
since 2009, but found no positive effects in
stimulating economic growth by opening-up
business access to natural heritage and re-
sources in national parks.

Rao et al. (2022) established an ecological
compensation model to estimate adequately
the value of the landscape within the tourism
concession model and concluded that conces-
sion is an effective form of market participa-
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cio-ekonomske ucinke turizma temeljenog
na koncesijama u nacionalnim parkovima
Novog Zelanda. IstraZivanje nije pronas-
lo nikakve znacajne razlike u ekonomskim
ucincima (izravni/neizravni multiplikatori)
koncesijskih i nekoncesijskih turisti¢kih dje-
latnosti, dok su koncesionari izvijestili da
je poslovanje koncesijskih djelatnosti nesto
teZe zbog ogranicenih uvjeta poslovanja i
dodatnog administrativnog opterecenja.

2.2. Mjerenje uspjesnosti u turizmu

Cilj ovog istraZivanja je ispitati ucinke
implementacije koncesijskog modela turi-
stiCkog zemljiSta (SOTP-a) na destinacije i
tvrtke, stoga se u ovom dijelu daje pregled
praksi i metodologija vezanih uz mjerenje
uspjeSnosti destinacija i turisti¢kih poduzeca.
Postoje razlicite perspektive i metodologije
za mjerenje uspjeSnosti destinacija. Yilmaz i
Bititci (2006) isti¢u da se pristupi mjerenju
uspjeSnosti destinacije prvenstveno razlikuju
u njihovoj orijentaciji na potraznju (mjereno
s aspekta stavova posjetitelja) ili ponudu (in-
teres destinacije), zakljucujuci da je turizam
jedna od rijetkih ekonomskih aktivnosti u
kojoj se lanac vrijednosti moZe uspostaviti
sa strane ponude i potraZnje. Buduéi da ovo
istraZivanje pristupa problemu dominantno
sa strane ponude, ono mora uzeti u obzir su-
vremene pristupe prema kojima uspjeSnost
destinacije nuzno ukljucuju kombinaciju eko-
nomskih, okoli$nih i drustvenih pokazatelja
(UNWTO, 2004; Velasquez, 2009). Takoder
postoji znacajna razlika u modelima koji
mjere uspjeSnost makro i mikro destinacija,
pri ¢emu se prvi obi¢no temelje na nekim od
modela konkurentnosti turizma, poput onih
Ritchieja i Croucha (2003), Dwyera i Kima
(2003) i Heatha (2003). Tablica 1 saZima pri-
stupe u mjerenju uspjesnosti destinacija.

tion in ecological compensation in national
parks. Wouters (2011) analysed the socio-eco-
nomic effects of concession-based tourism
in New Zealand’s national parks, but did not
find any significant differences in economic
effects (direct / indirect multipliers) of conces-
sion and non-concession tourism businesses,
while the concession operators reported that
running businesses under concession was
slightly more difficult due to limited business
terms and additional administrative workload.

2.2. Measuring performance in
tourism

As the aim of this research is to exam-
ine the effects of the implementation of the
concession model of SOTPs on destinations
and companies, this section overviews the
practices and methodologies related to per-
formance of both destinations and tourism
companies. There are distinct perspectives
and methodologies for measuring destina-
tion performance. Yilmaz and Bititci (2006)
outline that the approaches to measuring
destination performance primarily differ in
their demand (measured from the point of
visitors’ attitudes toward destinations), or the
supply side (destination interest) orientation,
concluding that tourism is one of the rare
activities where a value chain can be estab-
lished from both the supply and the demand
sides. Since this research takes a dominantly
supply-side approach, it has to consider the
contemporary approaches where destination
performance necessarily includes a combi-
nation of economic, environmental and so-
cial indicators (UNWTO, 2004; Velasquez,
2009). There is also a significant difference
in the models for measuring the performance
of macro and micro destination where the
former is usually based on some of the es-
tablished tourism competitiveness models,
such as those of Ritchie and Crouch (2003),
Dwyer and Kim (2003) and Heath (2003).
Table 1 summarizes the recent developments
in measuring destination performance.
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Tablica 1: Pregled modela mjerenja uspjesnosti destinacija

Izvor Karakteristike modela Uzorak / cilj
Makro destinacije - zemlje
Mcf{zane{c, Tri varijable - trZi$ni udio na temelju medunarodnih dolazaka, rast diljem svijeta za koje je
Wober i turizma 1 trZi$ni udio ponderiran prema udaljenosti dostupan TTCI (Indeks
Zins (2007) P P ! ’ konkurentnosti putovanja
i turizma)
DEA analiza u dva stupnja s turistickim noéenjima kao izlaznom va-
Barros et al. | rijablom, te turistickim dolascima i kapacitetom kreveta kao ulaznim .
. . o s e . Francuske regije
(2011) varijablama, gdje se ucinkovitost izra¢unava u prvoj fazi, nakon cega
slijedi pocetni skraéeni regresijski model.
Sustav rangiranja za procjenu uspjeSnosti turistickih destinacija koji
Croes i koristi teoriju konkurentnosti te predlaze pokazatelj uspjeSnosti ska-
Kubickova liran dinamikom izvedbe tijekom vremena (stope rasta prihoda od Makro destinacije (drzave)
(2013) turizma i turistike potraznje), veli€inu industrijske baze gospodarske - Sirom svijeta
strukture (turisticka dodana vrijednost na BDP) i standard kvalitete
Zivota tijekom vremena.
18 pokazatelja uspjesnosti grupiranih u dimenzije ekonomic¢nosti, ucin- Kinesko odrediste
Luo (2018) | kovitosti, djelotvornosti i okoliSa, te agregiranih u zbroj metodom pon- | ~ Zhangjiajie, razdoblje
deriranja putem informacijske entropije. 2005.-2009.
Mjerenje konkurentnosti destinacije temeljeno na ucinku kao endogeni
Hanafiah . . - . N
i Zulfikly kpnstmkt sedam egzogenih konstrukata: t.em.eljm resursi, komplemepta{— Makro—d@:stmacue (drZave)
ni uvjeti, kvaliteta infrastrukture, upravljanje destinacijom, upravljanje - Sirom svijeta
(2019) o o L
okoliSem, turistiCka cijena i globalizacija.
Bogunovi¢ |7 pokazatelja ekonomske, drustvene i ekoloske uspjeSnosti odredista Hrvatske obalne
(2021) agregiranih kao produkt u slozeni pokazatelj uspjeSnosti. destinacije

Table 1: Overview of the destination performance measurement models

Source Model characteristics Sample / Target
Macro destinations — coun-
Mi'l'ZEIIleC, Three variables — market share based on international arrivals, tourism tries worldwide for Wh.l ch
Waber and rowth and a distance-weighted market share TTCI (Travel and Tourism
Zins (2007) & & ' Competitiveness Index is
available)
Two stage data envelopment analysis (DEA) with tourist overnights as
Barros et al. | output, and tourist arrivals and bed capacity as input variables, where French regions
(2011) efficiency is calculated in the first stage, followed by a bootstrapped &
truncated regression model.
A ranking system to assess the performance of tourism destinations
using competing theory and proposing a performance indicator scaled
Croes and . . . . L
. by the dynamism of performance over time (tourism receipts growth Macro destinations
Kubickova . . . . . .
(2013) rates and tourism demand), the size of the industrial base of the eco- (countries) - worldwide
nomic structure (tourism added value on GDP) and the quality of life
standards over time
18 performance indicators grouped into dimensions of economy, effi- Chinese destination
Luo (2018) | ciency, effectiveness and environment and aggregated as a sum using | Zhangjiajie, 2005-2009
information entropy weighing. period
Hanafiah Performance-based destination competitiveness measurement as an
endogenous construct of seven exogenous constructs: core resources, Macro-destinations
and Zulfikly . . . L . X
(2019) complementary conditions, infrastructure quality, destination manage- | (countries) — worldwide
ment, environmental management, tourism price and globalisation
Bogunovi¢ |7 indicators of economic, social and environmental destination perfor- Croatian coastal
(2021) mance aggregated as a product in a composite performance indicator. destinations
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With regard to performance measure-
ment of hotel and accommodation compa-
nies, Table 2 summarizes the most frequently

Sto se tice mjerenja uspjesnosti hotelskih
i smjeStajnih poduzeca, u Tablici 2 saZeti su
najceSce isticani pokazatelji i skupine poka-

zatelja. emphasized indicators and indicator groups:
Tablica 2: Pokazatelji poslovanja hotelskih i smjeStajnih poduzecéa
Skupina Indikatori Izvori
ROE (povrat kapitala)
Poka;atelj} ROA /ROI (povrat imovine / ulaganja) Kim., 2008; Rumelt,
isplativosti ROS (povrat od prodaje) 1978
ulaganja EBITDA (dobit prije poreza na dobit, deprecijacije i
amortizacije)
ADR - prosjecna ostvarena cijena
GodiSnja popunjenost jedinice Kim, 2008; Rumelt,
Operativna | S0diSnJa zauzetost leZaja 1978; Mia i Patiar
P . Dnevni/godi$nji prihod po dostupnoj jedinici (RevPAR) ? ’
(unutarnja) . . . 2001; Enz et al.,
o : Bruto operativna dobit kao % ukupnog prihoda (GOP) . L
ucinkovitost . . 2001; Min, Min i Joo,
Produktivnost rada (prihod po zaposlenom)
. . . 2008; Enz et al., 2012
Udio troskova u prihodu
EBITDA
Zadovoljstvo korisnika ukupnim ili pojedinim uslugama
Korisni¢ka (ankete)
perspektivai |Percepcija marke (ankete) Kim, 2008; Yilmaz i
marketinSki | Marketinski proracun u ukupnim tro§kovima Bititci, 2006
pokazatelji Marketinski proracun / dolasci
Marketinski proracun / no¢enja

Table 2: Performance indicators of hotels and accommodation companies

(internal) effi-
ciency

Daily/annual revenue per available unit (RevPAR)
Gross operating profit as % of total revenue (GOP)
Labour productivity (revenue per employee)

Share of costs in revenue

EBITDA

Group Indicators Sources

ROE (Return on equity)
Investmgpt ROA / ROI (Return on assets / investment) Kim, 2008; Rumelt,
profitability | ROS (Return on sales) 1978
indicators EBITDA (Earnings before income taxes, depreciation and

amortization)

ADR - (average daily rate);

Annual unit occupancy Kim, 2008; Rumelt,

. Annual bed occupancy 1978; Mia and Patiar,

Operational

2001; Enz et al.,
2001; Min, Min and
Joo, 2008; Enz et al.,

2012

Users’ satisfaction with overall or particular services

Marketing budget / overnight

User’s per- (surveys)

spective and | Brand perception (surveys) Kim, 2008; Yilmaz
marketing Marketing budget in total cost and Bititci, 2006
indicators Marketing budget / arrivals
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2.3. Sazetak pregleda literature i
implikacije za istrazivanje

Pregled literature pokazuje razlicite stavo-
ve o koncesijama na zemljiStima u turisticke
svrhe. Koncesije na turisti¢ko zemljiSte izvan
zasti¢enih podrucja ceS¢e su na globalnom
jugu, gdje nedavni znanstveni napori uvelike
naglaSavaju pokusaje otimanja zemljista i po-
vezane negativne posljedice za lokalne zajed-
nice. U razvijenim podrucjima koncesije su
obi¢no nacin monetizacije prirodne bastine,
gdje mogu biti vise ili manje uspjesne i odr-
Zive, ovisno o uvjetima koncesija i kvaliteti
temeljnog okvira planiranja. Budud¢i da je cilj
ovog istraZivanja analizirati u¢inak provedbe
zemljiSnih koncesija na predmetne destinacije
i poduzeca, dok sve ostale konkurentske de-
stinacije i poduzeéa na podrucju istraZivanja
(hrvatska obala) imaju slobodno vlasniStvo
nad svim zemljiStem na kojem posluju, pret-
hodna istraZivanja su od ogranicene koristi za
predmet istraZivanja.

Sto se tice mjerenja uspjesnosti, ovo istra-
Zivanje fokusirano je na pristup sa strane po-
nude, prvenstveno na uspjeSnost predmetnih
destinacija i poduzeéa u 2011. i 2019. godini.
Stoga ¢e se prednost dati modelima koji su
orijentirani na pristup na strani ponude, koji
su prikladni za mikro-destinacije te se mogu
provesti putem podataka dostupnih u Hrvat-
skoj. U hotelijerstvu i smjeStaju EBITDA je
jedan od najceSée koriStenih parametara jer
odraZava i isplativost ulaganja i operativnu
ucinkovitost tvrtke.

3. METODOLOGIJA
3.1. Pristup

IstraZivanje je usredotoCeno na razdoblje
od 2011. godine kada su koncesije na turis-
tickom zemljiStu zapravo uvedene, do 2019.
godine, Sto je posljednja redovna sezona prije
pada uzrokovanog pandemijom COVID-I9.
Istrazivanje se temelji na analizi sljedecih
skupova podataka:

2.3. Literature review summary and
implications for the research

The literature review shows differing
views on concessions on land used for tourism
purposes. The concessions on tourism land
outside the protected areas are more common
in the Global South, where the recent scien-
tific efforts largely emphasize land grabbing
attempts and the related negative consequenc-
es for the local communities. In the developed
areas, the concessions are usually a means for
monetizing natural heritage where they can
be more or less successful and sustainable de-
pending on the terms of concessions and the
quality of the underlying planning framework.
Since this research aims to analyse the effect
of implementation of land concessions on the
subject destinations and companies, while all
the other competing destinations and compa-
nies in the study area (Croatian coast) have
freehold ownership of the entire land they op-
erate on, the available body of research is of
limited use for the research subject.

Concerning the performance measurement,
this research is focused on the supply-side ap-
proach, primarily on the performance of the
subject destinations and companies in 2011
and 2019. Therefore, the models oriented to
the supply-side approach, that are suitable for
micro-destinations and implementable through
datasets available in Croatia will be prioritised.
In the hotel and accommodation business,
EBITDA is one of the most frequently used pa-
rameters as it reflects both investment profitabil-
ity and operational efficiency of the company.

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Approach

The research is focused on the period from
2011, when concessions on SOTPs were effec-
tively implemented, to 2019 as the last regu-
lar season before the downturn caused by the
COVID-19 pandemic. The research is based
on the analysis of the following datasets:
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Mjerenje uspjeSnosti odrediSta za hrvat-
ska obalna odredista prema Bogunovicu
(2021). Skup podataka ukljucuje mjerenje
uspjesnosti 28 hrvatskih destinacija, od
kojih 13 destinacija ukljucuje turisticko
zemljiste;

Podataka o promjeni opéinskih i grad-
skih proracuna navedenih 28 destinacija
u razdoblju od 2011. do 2019. godine;

Podataka o vlasni§tvu nad zemljiStem i po-
slovnim rezultatima poduzeca koja uprav-
ljaju turistiCkim zemljiStem u usporedbi s
ostatkom smjeStajnog sektora u Hrvatskoj
u razdoblju od 2016. do 2019. godine;
Ucinaka koncesije za turisticko zemljiste
koja su inicirala ulaganja u kapacitete, na
poreze i druga javna davanja na temelju
jedne studije slucaja.

Sljede¢i su vazni metodoloski aspekti

istraZivanja:

Ukupno je 15 odrediSta na hrvatskoj
obali u kojima je prisutno turisticko ze-
mljiSte. Medutim, samo 13 ukljucenih u
uzorak istraZivanja obuhvaéa znaCajne
koli¢ine turisti¢kog zemljista u ukupnim
turistickim zonama, $to se prvenstveno
odnosi na kampove koji zahtijevaju vecu
alokaciju zemljiSta u odnosu na druge
vrste smjeStaja, te kao takvi predstavlja-
ju primarni fokus ovog istraZivanja. Dok
turisti¢ko zemljiSte u pravilu ¢ini domi-
nantan oblik vlasni§tva u kampovima
destinacija u kojima je prisutan, u vecini
takvih destinacija postoje i kampovi koji
ne ukljucuju turisticko zemljiste;

Zbog intenzivnih trendova rasta, spajanja
i akvizicija na hrvatskom turistickom trZzi-
Stu, kao i nedostatka pouzdanih podataka,
prakti¢ki je nemogude pratiti trendove u
poslovanju kompanija od 2011. do 2019.
godine. Poduzeca koja upravljaju turistic-
kim zemljiStem mijenjala su se tijekom
vremena, a neka i stjecala znacajne kapaci-
tete u drugim destinacijama, §to takvu ana-
lizu ¢ini izazovnom. Medutim, trZiSte se
stabiliziralo od 2016. godine s dostupnim
podacima za sva ukljucena poduzeca.

Measurement of the destination perfor-
mance for Croatian coastal destinations
as suggested by Bogunovi¢ (2021). The
dataset includes destination performance
measurement for 28 Croatian destina-
tions, of which 13 include SOTPs;

The data on change in the municipal and
city budgets of the above 28 destinations
in the 2011-2019 period;

Land ownership and business perfor-
mance data on the companies that oper-
ate SOTPs compared to the remainder of
the accommodation sector in Croatia in
the 2016-2019 period;

The effects of the SOTP concessions, that
initiated capacity investments, on taxes
and other public charges based on the
given case study.

The following are the important method-

ological aspects of the research:

There are in total 15 destinations on the
Croatian coast where SOTPs are pres-
ent. However, only 13 included in the
research sample embrace substantial
quantities of SOTPs in all tourism zones,
which primarily accounts for the camp-
sites that require higher land allocation
compared to other accommodation types
and as such represent the primary focus
of this research. While, as a rule, SOTPs
make up a dominant share in the land
ownership structure in campsites in the
respective destinations, in most of these
destinations there are also campsites that
do not involve SOTPs;

Due to the intensive growth, merger and
acquisition trends on the Croatian tour-
ism market as well as the lack of reliable
data, it is practically impossible to follow
the company performance trends from
2011 to 2019. The companies operating
on SOTPs have changed over time and
some acquired substantial capacities in
other destinations, which makes the anal-
ysis challenging. However, the market
has stabilized since 2016 and the data for
all included companies was available.
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Slijedom navedenog, istraZivanje koristi
dominantno kvalitativni pristup, bez obzi-
ra na kvantitativne podatke, buduéi da je i
broj destinacija i broj poduzeca koje sadrze
turisticko zemljiSte nedovoljan za normalnu
distribuciju koja bi omogudila kvantitativne
metode u testiranju hipoteza.

3.2. Model mjerenja izvedbe
destinacije

Za mjerenje uspjeSnosti destinacija za
2011. 1 2019. godinu koriSten je model mje-
renja uspjeSnosti destinacije (Bogunovié,
2021). Pokazatelji modela prikazani su u Ta-
blici 3.

Due to all the above stated, the research
is designed following a predominantly quali-
tative approach regardless of the quantitative
data, since both the number of destinations
and companies that include SOTPs are in-
sufficient for normal distribution that would
allow for quantitative methods in hypothesis
testing.

3.2. Destination performance
measurement model

The destination performance measure-
ment model (Bogunovi¢, 2021) was used for
measuring the performance in the destina-
tions for 2011 and 2019. The model indica-
tors are shown in Table 3.

Tablica 3: Model mjerenja ucinka destinacije

Tip | Oznaka | Indikator Metoda izracuna
E1l Prihodi od turizma po Prihodi od turizma zabiljeZeni u destinaciji / broj
Z stanovniku stanovnika
E . . v o . .
g E2 | Popunjenost smjestaja Popunjeno§t krfiveta svih smjeStajnih objekata
5 unutar destinacije
~
= - . Udio zaposlenih u ukupnom radnom kontingentu
E3 Zaposljavanje .
(1 - stopa nezaposlenosti), rang
o~ Omjer najprometnijeg godi$njeg kvartala
5 S1 Sezonalnost prema idealnom - (1/ (udio vodeceg kvartala u
> ST I e
;g turisti¢kim nocenjima) / 0,25)
a S Promiena broia stanovnika % promjene stanovniStva destinacije izmedu dva
) ) sluZbena popisa
o1 Povrsina po turistitkom leZaju Polvrsma. dvest.m.acue / br(?J turistickih leZajeva u
= svim smjeStajnim objektima
4 Udio kucanstava prikljucenih | % kudéanstava i svih izgradenih objekata ukupno
S 02 PP R -
2 na kanalizacijski sustav prikljucenih na sustav odvodnje
Udio oporabljenog u ukupnom | % ukupnog otpada nastalog unutar destinacije koji
03 . - . R Y
otpadu se dalje oporabljuje na bilo koji nacin (ne odlaze)

Izvor: Bogunovic (2021)
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Table 3: Destination performance measurement model

Type |Label |Indicator Calculation method
El Tourism revenues per Tourism revenues recorded in destination / number
) inhabitant of inhabitants
= B :
5 . ed occupancy of all accommodation
§ E2 | Accommodation occupancy establishments within destination
- Share of employed persons in total working
E3 | Employment contingent (1 - unemployment rate), rank
S1 | Seasonalit Ratio of busiest annual quarter to ideal - (1/ (share
.g Y of leading quarter in tourist overnights) / 0.25)
o . . . .
A 2 | Change in population % change in destination population between two
official censuses
_ O1 | Area per tourist bed Destination area / nl.n.n.ber of tourist beds in all
& accommodation facilities
=
Q
g Share of households % of households and all constructed objects
g 02 |connected to the sewage .
e connected to sewage system in total
S system
65 03 Share of recycled in total % of total waste generated within destination that is
waste further recycled in any way (not deposited)

Source: Bogunovic¢ (2021)

Prate¢i uobicajene procedure, osnovni
indikatori (El, E2, E3, S1, S2, Ol, 02, O3)
pretvoreni su u standardizirane indikatore
(E’'1,E’1,E2,8°1,S’1,0’1, 0’2, O’3) kori-
Stenjem logaritamske ili standardne metode
normalizacije, ovisno o pojedinom pokaza-
telju. Na kraju se svih 7 indikatora normali-
zira na numerickoj ljestvici 1-10 kako bi se
osigurao jednak doprinos svakog indikatora
u modelu. Model je sintetiziran koriStenjem
sljede¢ih formula:

Following the usual procedures, basic
indicators (El1, E2, E3, S1, S2, O1, 02, O3)
were converted into standardized indicators
(E’'1,E’1,E’2, 8’1, S’1, 0’1, 0’2, O’3) using
the logarithmic or standard normalisation
method, depending on the particular indi-
cator. Finally, all seven indicators were nor-
malised to the numeric scale 1-10 to ensure
an equal contribution of each indicator in the
model. The model was synthetized by using
the following formulas:

DP= YE'PxS'PxO'P, EP= i/E’le’ZxE’3 , SP= 3\/5’le’2 ,0P=0"1x0"2x0"3

Gdje je:

DP — uspjesnost destinacije, EP — ekonomska
uspjeSnost, SP — druStvena uspjeSnost, OP —
okoli$na uspjesnost.

Odabir pokazatelja u skladu je sa
smjernicama i predloZzenim indikatorima
UNWTO-a (2004), te najceSée koriStenim

Where:
DP — destination performance, EP — econom-

ic performance, SP — social performance, OP
— environmental performance.

Indicator selection is in line with the
UNWTO (2004) guidelines and the suggest-
ed indicators, as well as the most common-
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indikatorima u modelima mjerenja desti-
nacija, gdje drustveni i okoliSni pokazatelji
odraZavaju najkriti¢nija pitanja na jadranskoj
obali. Navedeni model koriSten je za izracun
uspjesnosti 28 hrvatskih obalnih destinacija
u 2011. 1 2019. godini.

Povrh uspjeSnosti destinacije, analiza
destinacije ukljuuje promjene gradskih i
opéinskih proracuna predmetnih destinaci-
ja. Prema Satelitskim racunima za turizam
(MINT, 2022a), ukupni doprinos turizma hr-
vatskom BDP-u iznosi gotovo 17%. U kom-
binaciji s podacima ukupnog regionalnog
doprinosa hrvatskom BDP-u (DZS, 2022) i
s procjenom da obalne regije, koje ostvaruju
95% svih nocenja u Hrvatskoj, doprinose tu-
ristickom dijelu BDP-a izmedu 80% i 90%,
proizlazi da turizam stvara 42-48% obalnog
BDP-a. Stoga se pretpostavlja da znacajne
promjene u turistickoj aktivnosti i kvaliteti
uvelike utjeu na proracune obalnih grado-
analize utjecaja turisti¢kog zemlji§ta na ra-
zvoj destinacije. Izvor podataka za lokalne
proracune je Ministarstvo financija Republi-
ke Hrvatske (2022).

3.3. Vlasnistvo nad zemljistem,
mjerenje uspjesnosti poduzeca
i studija slucaja ulaganja na
turistickom zemljistu

Upitnik o strukturi vlasniStva zemljiSta
u kampovima poslan je na 15 tvrtki koje
upravljaju kampovima koji se dijelom nala-
ze na turistickom zemljiStu. Od poduzeca je
takoder zatraZeno da navedu prosjecan broj
jedinica i korporativnu EBITDA marZzu po-
vezanu s poslovanjem kampova (bududi da
su predmetna poduzeca velika poduzeca
mjeSovitog portfelja). Ukupno je devet po-
duzeda, koja ¢ine 72% ukupnog turistickog
zemlji$ta u kampovima u Hrvatskoj, ispunilo
i dostavilo upitnike u cijelosti.

Analizirani su pokazatelji poslovanja za
razdoblje od 2016. do 2019. godine za 15 po-
duzeda koje upravljaju objektima na turistic-

ly used indicators in the previous practices
of destination performance measurement
where the social and environmental indi-
cators reflect the most critical issues on the
Adriatic coast. The above model was used
to calculate the performance of 28 Croatian
coastal destinations in 2011 and 2019.

In addition to destination performance,
the destination analysis includes changes of
city and municipal budgets of the respective
destinations. According to Satellite Accounts
for Tourism (MINT, 2022a), the overall con-
tribution of tourism to Croatia’s GDP ac-
counts for nearly 17%. Combined with the
data of the overall regional contribution to
Croatia’s GDP (DZS, 2022) and considering
the estimates that coastal Croatia records 95%
of all overnights in Croatia comprises 80-90%
of the overall tourism economy, it follows that
42-48% of the coastal GDP is tourism gener-
ated. Therefore, it is assumed that significant
changes in tourism activity and quality largely
affect the budgets of the coastal cities and mu-
nicipalities and will, therefore, be another el-
ement of the analysis of SOTPs’ influence on
destination development. The source of data
for local budgets is the Ministry of Finance of
the Republic of Croatia (2022).

3.3. Land ownership, company
performance measurement and
SOTP investment case study

A questionnaire on the structure of land
ownership in campsites was sent out to 15
companies that operate campsites that are
partially set on SOTPs. The companies were
also asked to state the average number of units
and corporate EBITDA related to the camp-
ing business (since all of the studied compa-
nies are large mixed portfolio companies). In
total, nine companies that account for 72% of
all SOTPs in campsites in Croatia completed
and delivered questionnaires in full.

Performance indicators for the 2016-2019
period of 15 companies that operate facilities
on SOTPs have been analysed, including the
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kom zemljistu, ukljucujuéi godis$nje prihode,
troSkove, EBITDA i prosjecne plaée. Podaci
se usporeduju s ukupnim rezultatima turi-
stickog gospodarstva u razdoblju od 2016. do
2019. godine, pri ¢emu je ucinak 15 poduze-
¢a izuzet iz rezultata ukupnog sektora kako
bi se omogudila bolja usporedba. Izvor svih
podataka o poduzeéima je Hrvatska financij-
ska agencija (FINA, 2022).

Studija slucaja ukljucivala je investiciju
u kamp djelomic¢no izgraden na turistickom
zemljiStu, gdje je investiciju iniciralo rjeSa-
vanje problema s turistickim zemljiStem no-
vim zakonskim rjeSenjem iz 2020. godine.
Analiza ukljucuje broj nocenja, prihode, sve
poreze i druge javne naknade placene svim
razinama vlasti u predinvesticijskoj 2018. i
nakon investicija u 2021. godini. Zahtjevi za
studije slucaja poslani su na svih 15 podu-
zeca koja upravljaju turistickim zemljiStem,
no samo je jedno poduzece vratilo podatke o
jednom od svojih objekata.

3.4. Razvoj hipoteza

IstraZivanje je imalo za cilj istraZiti
utjecaj provedbe koncesija na turisti¢ko ze-
mljiSte na destinacije i poduzeca. Sukladno
fokusu istrazivanja, sljedece su istraZivacke
hipoteze:

HO: Destinacije u kojima postoji turi-
sticko zemljiste uspjesnije su u usporedbi s
destinacijama u kojima ne postoji turistic-
ko zemljiste vrednovane modelom mjerenja
uspjesSnosti u 2011.1 2019. godini.

Kao $§to je ranije spomenuto, uvodenje
funkcionalnih koncesija na turisticko zemljiSte
2010. godine pruzilo je pravnu sigurnost podu-
ze¢ima za ulaganja. Hipoteza HO pretpostavlja
da su tijekom razdoblja od 8 godina takva ula-
ganja doprinijela uspjeSnosti destinacija.

HI: Gradovi i opcine u kojima je prisut-
no turisticko zemljiste imali su pozitivniji
trend javnih proracuna u razdoblju od 2011.
do 2019. godine u odnosu na druge destina-
cije.

annual revenues, costs, EBITDA and aver-
age payrolls. The data was compared to the
sector’s total in the 2016-2019 period and the
performance of 15 companies was deducted
from the sector’s total to enable better com-
parison. The source for all data on compa-
nies was the Croatian Financial Agency
(FINA, 2022).

The case study included an investment
in a campsite that was partially built on an
SOTP where the investment was initiated by
the resolution of the SOTP issue owing to a
new legislation adopted in 2020. The analy-
sis includes the number of overnights, reve-
nues, all taxes and other public charges paid
to all governmental levels in the pre-invest-
ment 2018 and the post-investment 2021. The
requests for the case studies had been sent to
all of the 15 SOTP-operating companies, but
only one company returned the data on one
of its establishments.

3.4. Hypotheses development

The research aimed to explore the influ-
ence of the implementation of SOTP conces-
sions on destinations and companies. In line
with the research focus, the following are the
research hypotheses:

HO: Destinations where SOTPs are pres-
ent are more successful compared to desti-
nations where there are no SOTPs, valued
by the performance measurement model in
2011 and 2019.

As discussed earlier, the introduction of
functional SOTP concessions in 2010 pro-
vided legal security for the operating compa-
nies regarding large-scale investments. The
hypothesis HO assumes that over an 8-year
period such investments benefited destina-
tion performance.

HI: Cities and municipalities where
SOTPs are present had a more positive trend
in public budgets in the 2011-2019 period,
compared to other destinations.
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S obzirom na znacajan u¢inak turizma na
obalne zajednice, ocekuje se da ¢e i lokalni
proracuni imati koristi od ulaganja u turistic-
ko zemljiste, u usporedbi s proracunima dru-
gih obalnih destinacija.

H2: Poduzeca koje upravijaju turistickim
zemljistem imala su pozitivniji trend EBI-
TDA marZe u razdoblju od 2016. do 2019.
godine u usporedbi s ostatkom sektora smje-
Staja u Hrvatskoj.

Kao posljedica investicijskih prilika,
pretpostavlja se da ¢e EBITDA marZe po-
duzeca koje upravljaju objektima na turis-
tickom zemljiStu imati povecanu priliku po-
boljsati svoje poslovne rezultate.

4. REZULTATI
4.1. Uspjesnost destinacija

Uspjesnost destinacija izraCunata je pre-
ma modelu u kojem su otocne i poluotocne
jedinice lokalne samouprave agregirane u
jednu, §to je slucaj za Krk, Pag, Murter, Brac,
Hvar, Korc¢ulu i PeljeSac. To je ucinjeno pod
pretpostavkom da otoci i poluotoci €ine je-
dinstvene destinacijske sustave, unato¢ nji-
hovoj administrativnoj organizaciji.

Given the significant effect of tourism on
coastal communities, it is expected that local
budgets will also benefit through SOTP re-
lated investments in comparison to the bud-
gets of other coastal destinations.

H2: The companies that operate SOTPs
saw a more positive trend in EBITDA mar-
gins in 2016-2019 period compared to the
remainder of the accommodation sector in
Croatia.

As a consequence of the investment op-
portunities, the EBITDA margins of the
companies that operate the facilities on
SOTPs are likely to experience increased
opportunities for enhancing their business
results.

4. RESULTS
4.1. Destination performance

Destination performance was calculated
according to the model that aggregated the
island and peninsula municipalities into sin-
gle entities as in the case of Krk, Pag, Murter,
Brac, Hvar, Korcula and PeljeSac. This was
performed under the premise that islands
and peninsulas comprise meaningful desti-
nation systems, despite their administrative
organisations.
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Tablica 4: Rezultati uspjesSnosti destinacija za 2011. i 2019. godinu

2011 2019

Destinacije s turistickim EP SP OP DP EP SP OP DP

zemljiStem
Porec 10,0 3,1 19 39 88 4,7 6,7 6.8
Rovinj 79 25 1.8 33 8,5 50 52 6,2
Krk 3,7 2,6 1,6 25 5,6 5,7 45 5,1
Rab 35 1,2 1,1 1,7 54 4,6 37 45
Cres 5,6 1,8 1.8 2,6 59 43 34 44
Umag 63 35 13 3,1 6,3 55 25 43
Pula 2,7 25 1,5 22 43 49 40 43
Losinj 5,6 22 1,1 24 73 44 25 43
Crikvenica 2,6 1.8 1,1 1,7 49 4,7 34 42
Zadar 25 39 2,1 2,7 4,1 55 29 39
Labin 40 34 10 24 6.0 44 23 38
Vrsar 25 0,7 09 1,2 50 1,9 34 34
Medulin 20 24 03 1,1 42 5,6 10 2,6

Prosje¢no destinacije s| 4,5 24 13 24 59 4,7 3.5 44
turistickim zemljiStem

Ostale destinacije EP SP opP DP EP SP opP DP
Opatija 83 477 33 52 6,2 49 4.1 50
Pag 24 1,1 1,7 1,6 49 44 2,6 38
Bra¢ 54 23 24 3,1 477 5.1 2,1 35
Dubrovnik 83 47 1,7 40 7.6 54 36 53
Sibenik 2,6 1,9 38 2,7 37 37 30 34
Split 1,3 35 2,7 23 3,7 45 24 33
Hvar 36 1,5 1,3 1.9 45 4,7 20 33
Podgora 6,2 13 14 23 43 33 1.8 29
Peljesac 2,7 1,6 1,6 19 29 43 2,1 29
Korcula 23 1,8 1,6 19 2,8 44 2,1 2.8
Rijeka 1,7 4,1 2.5 2,6 19 43 2,6 2,6
Makarska 38 2,1 0.8 19 34 49 13 2,6
Biograd na moru 473 2.1 0,7 19 2.7 54 1,5 2.5
Vodice 29 1,3 1,7 1.9 2.5 39 1,7 24
Murter 0,7 10 0,7 0.8 10 42 10 14
Prosjecno ostale 38 23 19 24 38 45 23 32
destinacije

Prosjecno sve 42 24 1,6 24 48 4,6 29 38
destinacije

Izvor: Vlastito istraZivanje



Branko Bogunovié, Zeljko Kukurin: Uéinci zemljisnih koncesija na poslovanje kampova...

189

Table 4: Destination performance results for 2011 and 2019

2011 2019

SOTP destinations EP SP (0] DP EP SP (0] DP
Pore¢ 10.0 3.1 19 39 8.8 4.7 6.7 6.8
Rovinj 79 2.5 1.8 33 8.5 5.0 52 6.2
Krk 37 2.6 1.6 2.5 5.6 57 4.5 5.1
Rab 35 12 1.1 1.7 54 4.6 37 4.5
Cres 5.6 1.8 1.8 2.6 59 4.3 34 44
Umag 6.3 35 1.3 3.1 6.3 55 2.5 43
Pula 27 2.5 1.5 2.2 43 49 40 43
LoSinj 5.6 22 1.1 24 7.3 44 2.5 43
Crikvenica 2.6 1.8 1.1 1.7 49 4.7 34 4.2
Zadar 2.5 39 2.1 27 4.1 55 29 39
Labin 4.0 34 1.0 24 6.0 44 2.3 38
Vrsar 2.5 07 09 12 5.0 1.9 34 34
Medulin 2.0 24 0.3 1.1 42 5.6 1.0 2.6
SOTP destinations 4.5 24 1.3 24 5.9 4.7 3.5 4.4
average
Non SOTP destinations | EP SP (0) 4 DP EP SP (0) 4 DP
Opatija 8.8 47 33 52 6.2 49 41 5.0
Pag 24 1.1 1.7 1.6 49 44 2.6 38
Brac 54 23 24 3.1 47 5.1 2.1 35
Dubrovnik 8.3 47 1.7 4.0 7.6 54 3.6 53
Sibenik 2.6 19 3.8 27 37 37 3.0 34
Split 1.3 35 27 2.3 37 4.5 24 33
Hvar 3.6 1.5 1.3 1.9 4.5 47 2.0 33
Podgora 6.2 1.3 1.4 2.3 4.3 33 1.8 29
Peljesac 27 1.6 1.6 1.9 29 43 2.1 29
Korc¢ula 2.3 1.8 1.6 1.9 2.8 44 2.1 2.8
Rijeka 17 4.1 2.5 2.6 1.9 4.3 2.6 2.6
Makarska 3.8 2.1 0.8 1.9 34 49 1.3 2.6
Biograd na moru 43 21 0.7 1.9 27 54 1.5 2.5
Vodice 2.9 1.3 1.7 1.9 2.5 39 1.7 24
Murter 07 1.0 0.7 0.8 1.0 42 1.0 14
Non SOTP destinations | 3.8 2.3 19 24 3.8 4.5 23 3.2
average
Average all 4.2 2.4 1.6 2.4 4.8 4.6 2.9 3.8

Source: Own research
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Rezultati pokazuju da je uspjeSnost destina-
cija u razdoblju od 2011. do 2019. godine viSe
porasla za destinacije u kojima postoji turisticko
zemljiSte, u usporedbi s drugim destinacijama.
Analizirajuéi komponente modela mijerenja
uspjesnosti, destinacije su opcenito imale skro-
man porast ekonomske uspjesnosti, dok se oko-
liSna uspjesnost znacajno poboljSala za destina-
cije u kojima postoji turisticko zemljiste, u uspo-
redbi s destinacijama u kojima nema turistickog
zemljiSta, kao $to je prikazano u Tablici 5.

Tablica 5: Trendovi porasta uspjesnosti
destinacija i komponenti u razdoblju od

The results show that in the 2011-2019
period destination performance increased
more in the destinations where SOTPs are
present than in other destinations. Consid-
ering the subindicators of the performance
measurement model, the destinations gener-
ally saw a modest increase in economic per-
formance, while the environmental perfor-
mance improved significantly in the SOTP
destinations in comparison to the non-SOTP
destinations as shown in Table 5.

Table 5: Trends in destination
performance and its components in 2011-

2011. do 2019. godine 2019 period

EP SP OP DP EP SP OoP DP
Destinacije SOTP
s turistickim 29,0% | 938%|1592% | 88,1% destinations 29.0% | 93.8% |159.2% | 88.1%
zemljiStem non SOTP
Destinacije destinations 0.5% | 940% | 21.2% | 33.3%
bez 05%| 940%| 212%| 333%| (Al
turistickog destinations 155% | 93.9% | 79.1% | 60.5%
zemljiSta
Sve Source: Own research

L 155%| 939%| 79,1%| 60,5%

destinacije

Izvor: Vlastito istraZivanje

Testiran je alternativni model izvedbe
destinacije temeljen na Cinjenici da privat-
ni smjeStaj C¢ini znacajan udio u ukupnom
smjeStajnom kontingentu na hrvatskoj obali
(oko dvije trecine), pri ¢emu se udjeli izmedu
odabranih destinacija kre¢u od 40% do preko
70%. Buduci da prihodi od privatnog smjesta-
ja nisu vidljivi u sluZzbenim statistikama (pri-
hodi privatnih osoba), kao i da te djelatnosti
ne stvaraju formalno registrirane zaposlene,
alternativni model iskljucuje varijable E1 (pri-
hodi od turizma po stanovniku) i E3 (zapo-
slenost) iz ekonomske uspjesnosti, ostavljajuéi
jednak ostatak modela. Alternativni model
opcenito smanjuje ekonomsku uspjesnost za
sve destinacije s trendovima koji ostaju sli¢ni
kao u standardnom modelu (71,1% povecanja
uspjesSnosti destinacije za destinacije s turi-
stickim zemljiStem i 18,8% povecanja izved-

An alternative destination performance
model was tested based on the notion that
private accommodation accounts for a sub-
stantial share of the total accommodation
stock on the Croatian coast (around two
thirds) with the shares between the sample
destinations ranging from 40% to over 70%.
Since private accommodation revenues are
not visible in official statistics (revenues of
private persons) and these activities do not
create formally registered employment, the
alternative model excludes variables El
(tourism revenues per inhabitant) and E3
(employment) from the economic perfor-
mance indicator leaving the remainder of
the model intact. The alternative model gen-
erally decreases economic performance for
all destinations with the trends remaining
analogous as in the standard model (71.1%
performance increase for SOTP destinations
and 18.8% performance increase for the non-
SOTP destinations in the 2011-2019 period).
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be za destinacije u kojima nema turisti¢kog The municipal budgets recorded high-
zemljista od 2011. do 2019. godine). er increase rates in the 2011-2019 period in
Proraduni jedinica lokalne samouprave the non-SOTP destinations compared to the

zabiljeZili su veéi porast u razdoblju od 2011.  SOTP destinations as shown in Table 6.
do 2019. godine u destinacijama koje nemaju

turisti¢ko zemljiSte, u usporedbi s destinaci-

jama u kojima je prisutno turisticko zemlji-

Ste, kao Sto je prikazano u Tablici 6.

Tablica 6: Proracuni jedinica lokalne samouprave 28 obalnih destinacija
u 2011.i2019. godini

Grad / opéina Zupanija % promjene 2019./2011.
Pula Istarska Zupanija 14,.9%
Medulin Istarska Zupanija 67,3%
Rovinj Istarska Zupanija 46,3%
Pore¢ Istarska Zupanija 14,9%
Umag Istarska Zupanija 9.,5%
Labin Istarska Zupanija 15.3%
Vrsar Istarska Zupanija 59,0%
Crikvenica Primorsko-goranska Zupanija 37,2%
Losinj Primorsko-goranska Zupanija 51,6%
Cres Primorsko-goranska Zupanija 44.7%
Krk Primorsko-goranska Zupanija 24,1%
Rab Primorsko-goranska Zupanija 36,8%
Zadar Zadarska Zupanija 38,0%
Prosjecno destinacija s turistickim zemljiStem 35,4%
Opatija Primorsko-goranska Zupanija 29 4%
Rijeka Primorsko-goranska Zupanija 21,1%
Pag Zadarska / Licko-senjska Zupanija 56,3%
Biograd na moru Zadarska Zupanija 53,5%
Murter Sibensko—kninska Zupanija 63,3%
Vodice Sibensko—kninska Zupanija 105,7%
Sibenik Sibensko—kninska Zupanija 40,8%
Podjela Splitsko-dalmatinska Zupanija 30,6%
Makarska Splitsko-dalmatinska Zupanija 54 8%
Podgora Splitsko-dalmatinska Zupanija 88.0%
Brac Splitsko-dalmatinska Zupanija 47.3%
Hvar Splitsko-dalmatinska Zupanija 108,0%
Korcula Dubrovacko-neretvanska Zupanija 25,5%
Peljesac Dubrovacko-neretvanska Zupanija 72,8%
Dubrovnik Dubrovacko-neretvanska Zupanija 107,7%
Ostale turisticke destinacije 60,3 %

Izvor: Ministarstvo financija RH (2022)
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Table 6: Municipal budgets of 28 coastal destinations in 2011 and 2019

City / municipality County % change 2019/2011
Pula Istria 14.9%
Medulin Istria 67.3%
Rovinj Istria 46.3%
Pore¢ Istria 14.9%
Umag Istria 9.5%
Labin Istria 15.3%
Vrsar Istria 59.0%
Crikvenica Primorje-Gorski Kotar 37.2%
LoSinj Primorje-Gorski Kotar 51.6%
Cres Primorje-Gorski Kotar 44.7%
Krk Primorje-Gorski Kotar 24.1%
Rab Primorje-Gorski Kotar 36.8%
Zadar Zadar 38.0%
SOTP destinations average 35.4%
Opatija Primorje-Gorski Kotar 29.4%
Rijeka Primorje-Gorski Kotar 21.1%
Pag Zadar / Lika-Senj 56.3%
Biograd na moru Zadar 53.5%
Murter Sibenik - Knin 63.3%
Vodice Sibenik - Knin 105.7%
Sibenik Sibenik - Knin 40.8%
Split Split - Dalmatia 30.6%
Makarska Split - Dalmatia 54.8%
Podgora Split - Dalmatia 88.0%
Brac Split - Dalmatia 47.3%
Hvar Split - Dalmatia 108.0%
Korc¢ula Dubrovnik - Neretva 25.5%
Peljesac Dubrovnik - Neretva 72.8%
Dubrovnik Dubrovnik - Neretva 107.7%
Non SOTP destinations average 60.3%

Source: Ministry of Finance of Republic of Croatia (2022)

4.2. Struktura i uspjesnost kampova 4.2. Campsite land structure and

performance

Na hrvatskoj obali u svibnju 2022. godine

bilo je ukupno 207 kampova (MINT, 2022b)
s ukupno 75.132 smjeStajne jedinice (mjesta
za kampiranje). Njihov zemljopisni raspored
1 prosjecna veli¢ina prikazani su u Tablici 7.

A total of 207 campsites with 75,132 ac-
commodation units (campsite pitches) were
recorded on the Croatian coast in May 2022
(MINT, 2022b). Their geographical distribu-
tion and average sizes are shown in Table 7.
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Tablica 7: Ponuda kampova na hrvatskoj obali po Zupanijama

Udio kampova u
Fupaniia Broj Broj kamp | Prosjecna velicina | ukupnom smjestajnom
paniyj kampova jedinica kampa (jedinice) kontingentu
(maksimalno osoba)
Istarska Zupanija 60 40.035 667 41%
Primorsko-goranska 37 14.247 385 22%
Zupanija
Licko-senjska Zupanija 9 2.571 286 19%
Zadarska Zupanija 42 8.517 203 18%
Sibensko-kninska 14 359 257 13%
Zupanija
§phtsl.<.0-dalmat1nska 23 4083 178 59
Zupanija
Dubrovacko- - 2 2,083 95 8%
neretvanska Zupanija
Ukupno hrvatska 207 75.132 363 21%
obala
Izvori: MINT (2022b)
Table 7: Campsite supply on the Croatian coast by region
Number Number of | Average campsite Share of campsnte§ m
County of . . . total accommodation
. campsites size (units)
campsites stock (max. persons)
Istria 60 40,035 667 41%
Primorje - Gorski 37 14,247 385 22%
Kotar
Lika - Senj 9 2,571 286 19%
Zadar 42 8,517 203 18%
Sibenik - Knin 14 3,596 257 13%
Split - Dalmatia 23 4,083 178 5%
Dubrovnik - Neretva 22 2,083 95 8%
Total Croatia coast 207 75,132 363 21%

Source: MINT (2022b)

Podaci iz Tablice 7 pokazuju da se viSe
od polovice hrvatskih kapaciteta kampova
nalazi u najsjevernijoj, Istarskoj Zupaniji.
Nadalje, veli¢ina kampa i udio u ukupnom
smjeStajnom kontingentu opada prema jugu.
Ponuda kampova veéa je na sjevernom dijelu
obale, budu¢i da je to podrucje lakSe dostu-
pno srednjoeuropskim trZiStima, gdje su do-
stupnost i trajanje voZnje kamperima vazniji

The data in Table 7 indicates that over a
half of Croatia’s camping capacity is situated
in northernmost Istria-county. Furthermore,
the campsite size and share in the total ac-
commodation stock decrease towards the
south. The camping business is more inten-
sive and larger scale in the northern part of
the coast as this area is more easily accessi-
ble for the Central European markets where



194

Acta Turistica, Vol 34 (2022), No 2, pp 173-210

¢imbenici pri odabiru destinacije, u odnosu
na ostale turiste.

accessibility and driving time are more im-
portant destination decision factors to camp-
ers than to other tourists.

Tablica 8: Struktura kampova i posjeda zemljista na hrvatskoj obali

Ukupna povrSina kampova u Hrvatskoj u m? (procjena) 19.000.000
Ukupna povrsina turistiCkog zemljista u Hrvatskoj u m? 10.849.690
Udio turistickog zemljiSta u ukupnom zemljiStu za kampiranje u Hrvatskoj 57,1%
Ukupan broj kamp jedinica na hrvatskoj obali 75132
Ukupna povrsina kampova u istraZivanju u m? 10.453.426
Ukupno turisti¢ko zemljiste u kampovima u istraZivanju u m? 7.179.229
Ukupan broj kamp jedinica anketiranih poduzeca 41.198
Udio anketiranih poduzeéa u ukupnoj povrSini kampova 55,0%
Udio turisti¢kog zemljiSta u kampovima anketiranih poduzecéa 68.,7%
Udio turistickog zemljiSta anketiranih poduzeca u ukupnom turistickom zemljistu 66,2%
Udio anketiranih poduzeéa u ukupnim kamp jedinicama u Hrvatskoj 54.8%

Izvori: MINT (2022b), viastito istraZivanje

Table 8: Structure of campsite grounds and land ownership on Croatian coast

Total campsite grounds in Croatia in m? (estimate) 19,000,000
Total SOTP in Croatia in m? 10,849,690
Share of SOTP in total campsite land in Croatia 57.1%
Total number of campsite units on Croatian coast 75,132
Total area of campsites in survey in m? 10,453,426
Total SOTPs in campsites in survey in m? 7,179,229
Total number of campsite units of surveyed companies 41,198
Share of surveyed companies in total campsite land 55.0%
Share of SOTPs in campsites of surveyed companies 68.7%
Share of surveyed companies’ SOTPs in total SOTPs 66.2%
Share of surveyed companies in total campsite units in Croatia 54.8%

Sources: MINT (2022b), own research

U Tablici 8 prikazana je struktura vla-
sniStva zemljiSta u kampovima na hrvatskoj
obali. Budu¢i da ne postoji sluzbeni podatak
ili registar o to¢noj povrsini svih kampova,
procjena ukupne povrsine hrvatskih kampo-
va napravljena je na temelju prosjecne povr-
Sine po kamp jedinici iz istraZivanja od 250
m? (ukljucujuéi sve smjeStajne, administra-
tivne, objektne i druge povrsine), koja done-
kle iznenadujuce ne varira previse s katego-
rijom kampova. Turisticko zemljiSte najceS¢i

Table 8 shows the structure of land own-
ership in campsites on the Croatian coast.
Since there is no official data or registry
on the exact area of all campsite grounds
in Croatia, the estimate was made based on
the average area per campsite unit from the
survey of 250 m? (including all accommoda-
tion, administrative, facility and other areas)
that, somewhat surprisingly, did not vary
much with the campsite category. SOTP is
the most common type of land ownership
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je oblik vlasniStva zemljiSta za kampiranje u
Hrvatskoj i ¢ini 57% ukupnog zemljiSta za
kampiranje. Anketirana poduzeca (to¢nije
poduzeca koja su vratila kompletne upitnike)
sudjeluju s gotovo 55% svih kamping jedi-
nica na hrvatskoj obali, gdje ista poduzeca
upravljaju s 66,2% svog turistickog zemljista
u kampovima. Sto se ti¢e ostatka zemljista
na kojem anketirana poduzeéa upravljaju
kampovima (ono koje nije turisti¢ko zemlji-
Ste), vlasniStvo je gotovo jednako rasporede-
no izmedu vlasnistva predmetnih druStava i
vlasni$tva tre¢ih osoba.

Tablica 9: Struktura kvalitete kampova na
turistickom zemljistu u odnosu na ostale

for campsites in Croatia accounting for 57%
of all campsite land. The surveyed com-
panies (more precisely, the companies that
returned full questionnaires) participated
with nearly 55% of all campsite units on the
Croatian coast where they operate 66.2%
of all campsite SOTPs. Regarding the re-
mainder of the land on which the surveyed
companies run campsites (that are not locat-
ed on SOTPs), ownership is nearly equally
distributed between the ownership of the
subject companies and the ownership of the
third parties.

Table 9: Quality structure of campsites on
SOTPs vs. other campsites on Croatia’s

kampove na hrvatskoj obali coast
Smjestajne Accommodation
jedinice u kam- | SmjesStajne units in
. . . Lo Camp .
Kategorija| povima koje su jedinice campsites Other camps
. o . category .
kampa djelomic¢no na u ostalim partially on
turistickom ze- | kampovima SOTPs
mljistu 2% 3.0% 27.8%
2% 3.0% 278% 3* 32.0% 30.7%
3% 32,0% 30,7% 4% 60.9% 39.3%
4% 60,9% 39.3% 5% 4.1% 2.2%
5% 4,1% 2,2%

Izvori: MINT (2022b), vlastito istraZivanje

U skladu s hrvatskim sustavom katego-
rizacije kampova (kategorija raste s brojem
zvjezdica), Tablica 9 pokazuje da su kam-
povi na turistickom zemljiStu opéenito vise
kategorije sa 65% svih jedinica na razini 4 ili
5 zvjezdica, u usporedbi sa 41,5% u drugim
kampovima. StoviSe, samo je 3% kampova
na turistickom zemljistu ostalo na 2 zvjezdi-
ce, u usporedbi s 27,8% za druge kampove.

Sources: MINT (2022b), own research

In line with the Croatian system of camp-
site categorisation (category increases with
the number of stars), Table 9 indicates that
campsites on SOTPs are generally rated
higher, i.e. 65% of them score 4 or 5 stars
compared to 41.5% in other camps. More-
over, only 3% of the SOTP campsites re-
mained at the level of 2 stars compared to
27.8% for other camps.
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Tablica 10: Rezultati poslovanja kampinga
(EBITDA u ukupnim prihodima) u
odnosu na udio turistickog zemljista u
ukupnom zemljistu kampova

Table 10: Camping business
performance (EBITDA in total
revenues) vs. SOTP share in total
campsite land

Udio turisti¢- | EBITDA u uku-

kog zemljiSta | pnom prihodu

Drustvo u ukupnom (samo kamping

zemljiStu kam- | segment poslo-
pova vanja)
A 70,7% 48 4%
B 68.4% 55,5%
C 75.3% 56,3%
D 73,1% 40,2%
E 79,5% 74,3%
F 41,6% 62.8%
G 47, 7% 44 9%
H 76,6% 54,0%
1 32,0% 93,0%
Ukupno 70,2% 53,1%

Izvori: vlastito istraZivanje

Prema podacima prikazanim u Tablici
10, EBITDA marze ne pokazuju znacajnu
korelaciju s udjelom turistickog zemljista u
ukupnom zemlji§tu za kampiranje za podu-
zeca koje upravljaju kampovima na turistic-
kom zemljistu. Koeficijent korelacije izmje-
ren Pearsonovim korelacijskim testom cak
je blago negativan (-0,25). Medutim, ovaj
rezultat u svakom slucaju nije znacajan zbog
neadekvatne veliCine uzorka.

Usporedba poslovanja kampova na turis-
tickom zemljiStu s kampovima koji ne uklju-
¢uju turisticko zemljiSte metodoloski je iza-
zovna bududi da: a) postoji znacajna razlika
u prosjecnoj veli¢ini objekata, gdje je kamp
koji nije na turistickom zemljiStu prosjene
veli¢ine od 256 kamping mjesta u odnosu
na 868 kamping mjesta u prosje¢nom kam-
pu koji je na turistiCkom zemljiStu. Razlicite
ekonomije obujma mogu utjecati na rezultate
istraZzivanja; b) kampovima na turistiCkom
zemljiStu upravljaju velike tvrtke s mjeSo-
vitim smjestajnim portfeljem koje u pravilu
imaju objekte u viSe destinacija. Moguce je
pretpostaviti da takva poduzeca imaju jacu

EBITDA in
Share of total revenue
Company | SOTP in total .
. (camping
campsite land .

business only)
A 70.7% 48.4%
B 68.4% 55.5%
C 75.3% 56.3%
D 73.1% 40.2%
E 79.5% 74.3%
F 41.6% 62.8%
G 47.7% 44 9%
H 76.6% 54.0%
I 32.0% 93.0%
Total 70.2% 53.1%

Sources: own research

According to the data shown in Table 10,
EBITDA margins do not show significant
correlation with the shares of SOTPs in the
total campsite land for the companies oper-
ating campsites on SOTPs. The correlation
coefficient measured by Pearson correlation
test is even slightly negative (-0.25). Howev-
er, this result in any case is not significant
due to the inadequate sample size.

The comparison of the business perfor-
mance between the SOTP campsites and the
campsites that do not include SOTPs is meth-
odologically challenging since: a) there is a
significant difference in the average size of
the objects, where non-SOTP campsites have
an average size of 256 pitches compared to
868 pitches in the average campsite that is
located on SOTPs as different economies
of scale might influence performance indi-
cators; b) campsites on SOTPs are operated
by large companies with mixed accommoda-
tion portfolios and usually have facilities in
multiple destinations. Hence, it is possible to
assume that such companies have a stronger
overall company infrastructure (sales and
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ukupnu infrastrukturu poduzeca (infrastruk-
turu prodaje i marketinga, upravljanje naba-
vom), Sto takoder moZe utjecati na uspjesnost
poslovanja.

Analiza trziSta kampinga prema veliCini
(MINT, 2022b) pokazuje da kampovi na tu-
ristickom zemljiStu Cine 78% svih kampova
vecih od 500 kamp jedinica te 64% kampo-
va veli¢ine 200-499 jedinica. Na hrvatskoj
obali ukupno postoje samo 34 kampa veca od
200 kamp jedinica koji nisu na turistickom
zemljiStu. Osim tri kampa kojima upravljaju
dionicka drustva, ostalima upravljaju drustva
s ograni¢enom odgovorno$cu, za razliku od
kampova na turistickom zemljiStu kojima u
90% slucajeva upravljaju dionicka drustva. Od
kampova koji nisu na turistickom zemljistu,
za 18 je bilo mogude dobiti podatke iz javnih
izvora (FINA, 2022) o poslovnoj uspjesnosti
koji se odnose samo na kamp (postoje i tvrtke
mjeSovitog portfelja koje upravljaju kampovi-
ma koji nisu na turistickom zemlji$tu). Prema
FINA-i (2022), EBITDA marZe su u rasponu
od 28% do 65% s prosjekom od 43%, $to je
10% ispod prosjeka za kampove koji ukljucu-
ju turisticko zemljiSte.

Povijesni podaci o poslovanju poduze-
¢a pokazuju da poduzeca koja upravljaju
objektima koji su djelomi¢no na turistickom
zemlji$tu imaju znatno bolje rezultate u od-
nosu na ostatak sektora kolektivnog smjesta-
ja u Hrvatskoj te da su opcenito imala bolje
trendove odabranih pokazatelja poslovanja u
razdoblju izmedu 2016. i 2019. godine.

marketing infrastructure, supply manage-
ment), which may also influence their busi-
ness performance.

The analysis of the camping market by
size (MINT, 2022b) shows that campsites
on SOTPs make up for 78% of all camp-
sites larger than 500 pitches, and 64% of the
campsites sized 200 — 499 pitches. There are
in sum only 34 campsites on the Croatian
coast with over 200 campsite pitches that are
not on SOTPs. Besides the three campsites
operated by stock market quoted companies,
others are managed by limited liability com-
panies, which is in contrast with the SOTP
campsites that are mostly (over 90%) oper-
ated by large companies. Of the campsites
that are not located on SOTPs, the business
performance data was available from public
sources (FINA, 2022) for 18 of them and it
referred solely to the campsites (there are
also mixed portfolio companies operating
non-SOTP campsites). According to FINA
(2022), the EBITDA margins are in the 28%
to 65% range, averaging at 43%, which is
10% below the average for the campsites on
SOTPs.

The historic data on company perfor-
mance shows that companies that operate
the facilities partially located on SOTPs have
displayed significantly better performance
than the rest of the collective accommoda-
tion sector in Croatia, and that they generally
recorded better performance trends of the
selected performance indicators in the 2016-
2019 period.



198

Acta Turistica, Vol 34 (2022), No 2, pp 173-210

Tablica 11: SaZetak pokazatelja
uspjesnosti za tvrtke koje posluju na
turistickom zemljiStu i ostatak sektora
smjestaja u Hrvatskoj

Table 11: Summary of performance
indicators for companies that operate on
SOTP and the remainder of the sector

Tvrtke koje
upravljaju Ostatak
objektima sektora
koji su kolektivnog
djelomicno na | smjesStaja u
turistickom Hrvatskoj
zemljiStu
Prihodi u 2019.
(mil. EUR) 908 1.769
EBITDA
marZa u 2019 34.9% 21,5%
Prosjec¢na neto
pladau 2019. 902 797
(EUR)
Rast prihoda
2016.-2019. 42,6% 17.7%
Rast EBITDA
marzi 28.,6% 4.1%
2016.-2019.
Rast neto place
2016.-2019. 15.8% 10,9%

Izvor: Hrvatska financijska agencija (FINA, 2022)

Studija slucaja odnosi se na kamp dje-
lomi¢no smjeSten na turistickom zemljiStu,
prije i nakon znaCajne investicije koja je
ukljucivala nadogradnju kategorije, kao i
prenamjenu nekih kampova u kapacitete fik-
snih objekata. Tablica 12 prikazuje podatke
o nocenjima, prihodima, porezima i javnim
naknadama prije i nakon ulaganja. Dok je
broj nocenja porastao za 200%, prihodi su
porasli za 600%, a porezi i naknade za viSe
od 300%. Razlika u omjeru poveéanja pri-
hoda u odnosu na povecanje poreza i pri-
stojbi proizlazi iz ¢injenice da su samo PDV,
a donekle i porez na place, proporcionalno
povezani s prihodima, dok se veéina ostalih
naknada ne obracunava prema prihodovnim
kriterijima. Raspodjela poreza i naknada pla-
¢enih prema razinama vlasti pokazuje da je
uvjerljivo najvise profitirao drzavni proracun
koji biljezi 500% porasta od predmetne in-

Companies | Remainder
that operate | of collective
facilities that | accommoda-
are partially | tion sector in

on SOTP Croatia
Revenues in
2019 (mill. EUR) 008 1,769
EBITDA
margin in 2019 34.9% 21.5%
Average net
payroll in 2019 902 797
(EUR)
Growth of
revenues 42.6% 17.7%
2016-2019
Growth of
EBIT.DA 28.6% 4.1%
margins
2016-2019
Growth of net
payroll 15.8% 10.9%
2016-2019

Source: Croatian financial agency (FINA, 2022)

The case study refers to an undisclosed
major property that is partially situated on an
SOTP, prior and after the substantial invest-
ment that included category upgrade, as well
as the conversion of some campsites into
fixed facility capacities. Table 12 presents the
data on overnights, revenues, taxes and pub-
lic charges before and after the investment.
While the number of overnights increased by
200%, the revenues rose by 600%, and taxes
and public charges improved over 300%. The
difference in the proportion of the revenue
increase compared to the increase in taxes
and charges stems from the fact that only
VAT and payroll tax, to some extent, are pro-
portionally related to revenues, while most of
the other charges are not calculated on the
basis of revenue criteria. The distribution of
the taxes and charges paid to various govern-
mental levels shows that the national budget
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vesticije, u odnosu na oko 50% porasta koji
je zabiljezen na lokalnoj razini. Proracunska
sredstva na Zupanijskoj razini za predmetno
poslovanje prakticki su zanemariva u uspo-
redbi s drugim razinama vlasti. Stovise, kao
S$to je prikazano u Tablici 8, prosjecni pri-
hod po noéenju porastao je tri puta, a moze
se pretpostaviti da je potro$nja po nocenju
izvan predmetnog objekta takoder drasti¢no
porasla. Ukupno opterecenje porezima i dru-
gim naknadama u odnosu na prihode sma-
njeno je s 38,2% na 23,7%, ¢ime je evidentno
poveéana EBITDA predmetnog objekta.

level benefited by far the most, recording
a 500% annual increase from this invest-
ment, compared to some 50% increase that
was recorded at the local level. County level
budgeting for the respective business oper-
ation is practically neglectable compared to
the other governmental levels. Moreover, as
shown in Table 8, the average revenue per
overnight increased three times, and it can be
assumed that the consumption per overnight
outside the facility also increased drastically.
The total burden of taxes and other charges
relative to the revenues decreased from
38.2% to 23.7%, which obviously increased
the EBITDA of the establishment concerned.

Tablica 12: Studija sluc¢aja kampa na turistickom zemljistu koje ukljuéuje poslovne
parametre, poreze i javne naknade, prije i nakon ulaganja

2018 2021
Broj nocenja 139.338 406.939
Ukupni prihodi* 16.813.697 %p‘r‘ﬁ%‘;‘h 111.755.975 %p‘rl;‘(‘)%‘:h
Porezi i druga javna davanja — UKUPNO* 6.431.040 38,2% 26.482.289 23,7%
PDV + porez na potro$nju* |  2.395.807 14,2% 14.971.933 13.4%
Porezi i naknade na plaée* 541.438 3.2% 5.127.144 4,6%
Naknade za vodu* 573.593 3.4% 1.548.501 1,4%
Pomorske naknade* 343.057 2.0% 360.701 0,3%
Naknade za zajednicu® 258.035 1,5% 694.746 0,6%
Ostali troskovi (ukljucujuéi SOTP 1341332 8.0% 1.465.746 13%
naknade)*
Ostale naknade i pladanja javnom sektoru* 10.071 0,1% 200.270 0.2%
Clanarina turisti¢ke zajednice* 27.154 0,2% 158.828 0,1%
Turisticke i ekoloske pristojbe* 940.553 5,6% 1.954.419 1,7%
< % ukupnih % ukupnih
Od Cega za: prihoI:ia priho%a
Turisti¢ke zajednice* 940.553 5,6% 1.954.419 1,7%
Drzavni prorac¢un® 3.869.096 23.0% 22.096.255 19.8%
Zupanijski proratun* 4.405 0.,0% 11.571 0,0%
Lokalni proracun® 1.616.985 9,6% 2.420.045 2.2%
UKUPNO* | 6.431.040 38,2% 26.482.289 23,7%

Izvor: Viastito istraZivanje temeljeno na podacima jednog od poduzeca iz uzorka

* svi iznosi u domacoj valuti (HRK)
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Table 12: Case study of SOTP campsite including business parameters, taxes and public
charges, pre- and post-investment

2018 2021
Number of overnights 139.338 406.939

Total revenue* 16,813,697| % OftO@l |4y 955 75| % of total
revenues revenues

Taxes and other public charges — TOTAL* 6,431,040 38.2% 26,482,289 23.7%

VAT + consumption taxes* | 2,395,807 14.2% 14,971,933 13.4%

Payroll taxes and charges* 541,438 3.2% 5,127,144 4.6%

Water charges* 573,593 3.4% 1,548,501 1.4%

Naval charges* 343,057 2.0% 360,701 0.3%

Community charges™* 258,035 1.5% 694,746 0.6%

Other charges (including SOTP fees)* 1,341,332 8.0% 1,465,746 1.3%

Other fees and payments to public sector* 10,071 0.1% 200,270 0.2%

Tourist board membership fee* 27,154 0.2% 158,828 0.1%

Tourist and ecological fees* 940,553 5.6% 1,954,419 1.7%
Out of which to: % of total % of total
revenues revenues

Tourist boards* 940,553 5.6% 1,954,419 1,7%

National budget* 3,869,096 23.0% 22,096,255 19.8%

County budget* 4,405 0.0% 11,571 0.0%

Local budget* 1,616,985 9.6% 2,420,045 2.2%

TOTAL* 6,431,040 38.2% 26,482,289 23.7%

Source: Own research based on data provided by one of the SOTP companies

*all amounts in local currency (HRK)

5. RASPRAVA

5. DISCUSSION

Turisticko zemljiSte predstavlja gotovo
jedinstvenu pojavu u gospodarenju turistic-
kim zemljiStem, posebice s aspekta nacina
kojim je nastalo i bilo upravljano do 2010.
godine. U vrijeme raspada bivSe drZave i po-
jave privatizacije, Hrvatska je ve¢ bila etabli-
rana turisticka destinacija. Njene dvije naj-
sjevernije Zupanije (Istarska i Primorsko-go-
ranska) bile su posebno dobro pozicionirane
destinacije za kampiranje zbog svoje blizine
srednjoeuropskim trziStima potraznje. Bu-
duéi da kampovi pokrivaju velika podrucja,
turisticko je zemljiSte prvotno stvoreno pod
pretpostavkom da se znacajne koli¢ine ze-
mljiSta na vrhunskim lokacijama ne bi tre-
bale samo prenijeti u bilance privatiziranih

SOTPs present an almost unique phe-
nomenon in tourism land management, espe-
cially considering the method in which they
were created and managed until 2010. At the
time of the dissolution of the former state
and the emergence of privatisation, Croatia
was already an established tourist destina-
tion. Its two northernmost counties (Istria
and Primorje-Gorski Kotar) were especially
well-positioned camping destinations, due
to their vicinity to the Central European de-
mand markets. As campsites cover large ar-
eas, SOTPs were initially created under the
premise that substantial quantities of land in
prime locations should not be simply trans-
ferred to the balance sheets of the privatised
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poduzeca, veé bi trebale biti zadrzane kao
javno dobro. Unato¢ raznim pokuSajima da
se dovrsi zakonski okvir koji bi regulirao
to pitanje, operativni elementi (prvenstveno
kako se procjenjuje turisticko zemljiSte, te
raspodjela naknada koje se placaju prema ra-
zli¢itim razinama vlasti) pokazali su se tesko
rjesivim, Sto je stvorilo jedno od najkriti¢ni-
jih razvojnih pitanja hrvatskog turizma tije-
kom prva dva desetljeca 21. stoljecas nekim
pravnim sporovima koji i danas blokiraju ra-
zvoj pojedinih lokacija.

Takav proces razvoja modela koncesija
u turizmu opéenito odrazava nalaze literatu-
re, unato¢ razli¢itim pogledima na zemljiSne
koncesije. U tom smislu, korisno je ponoviti
miSljenje Kenney-Lazara (2020) da je klju¢na
stvar u oblikovanju i odlu¢ivanju o turistickim
koncesijama kvaliteta temeljnog prostornog
planiranja i politi¢kih procesa donoSenja od-
luka. Dok se koncesije opcenito smatraju ra-
zumnim nacinom za unov€avanje zastienih
prirodnih podrucja na kontroliran nacin, u
ovom slucaju postavlja se pitanje jesu li kon-
cesije na vrlo velikim dijelovima atraktivnog
zemljista (preko 10 Cetvornih kilometara u is-
klju€ivo obalnim podrucjima) bolji model za
poduzeca i lokalne zajednice, u usporedbi s
modelom slobodnog vlasniStva.

Nalazi istraZivanja ukazuju na bolje tren-
dove uspjesnosti destinacija u kojima je pri-
sutno turisticko zemljiste, u usporedbi s osta-
lima, $to ide u prilog hipotezi HO. Pomalo
iznenadujuce, glavni pokreta¢ ovog trenda
bilo je poboljSanje okolisnih pokazatelja.
Unato¢ desetlje¢ima intenzivnog turistickog
poslovanja, hrvatske obalne destinacije jo$
uvijek se bore implementirati suvremene stan-
darde u tretmanu ¢vrstog otpada i infrastruk-
turi sustava odvodnje. Situacija se znatno brze
popravila u sjevernim obalnim Zupanijama u
razdoblju od 2011. do 2019. godine, uvelike
potaknuta u¢inkovitijim koriStenjem EU fon-
dova nakon pristupanja Hrvatske Europskoj
Uniji 2013. godine. Drugi univerzalno prisu-
tan problem na hrvatskoj obali je kontinuira-
ni trend izgradnje nekretnina koji povecava
gustodu smjeStaja i time dodatno pogorSava

companies but should be retained as public
goods. Despite the various attempts to com-
plete the legal framework that would regu-
late the SOTP issue, the operational elements
(primarily the estimation of the SOTP’s val-
ue and the distribution of the charges paid to
various governmental levels) proved hard to
resolve, which has created one of the most
critical development issues of Croatia’s tour-
ism during the first two decades of 21% cen-
tury including some legal disputes that still
block the development of some destinations.

This process of concession model devel-
opment in tourism generally reflects the lit-
erature findings, despite varied views on land
concessions. In that sense, it is useful to repeat
the notion of Kenney-Lazar (2020) that the cru-
cial aspect in shaping and deciding on tourism
concessions is the quality of the underlying
space planning and political decision-making
processes. While concessions are generally re-
garded as a reasonable way for monetizing the
protected natural areas in a controlled manner,
in this case the question is whether concessions
on very large areas of attractive land (exceed-
ing 10 km? in exclusively seafront areas) is a
better model for the companies and local com-
munities than the freehold ownership model.

The research findings show better desti-
nation performance trends for destinations
on SOTPs in comparison to the others, which
supports the HO hypothesis. Rather surpris-
ingly, the main driver of this trend was the
improvement of environmental indicators.
Despite decades of intensive tourism busi-
ness, Croatia’s coastline communities are still
struggling with the contemporary standards
in solid waste treatment and sewage infra-
structure. Substantially faster improvements
were noted in the northern coastal counties
between 2011 and 2019 that were largely driv-
en by more effective usage of the EU funds
following Croatia’s accession to the EU in
2013. The other universally present problem
on the Croatian coast is the continuous trend
in real estate construction that increases ac-
commodation density and thus further ham-
pers environmental sustainability. Social
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okoli$ne indikatore. DruStvena uspjeSnost je,
u sluCaju svih destinacija, povecana na racun
smanjenja sezonalnosti, stoga veéina proma-
tranih destinacija su atraktivna mjesta za Zivot
koja uglavnom zadrZavaju stanovnistvo, u us-
poredbi s losijim populacijskim trendovima u
ostatku Hrvatske. Ekonomski trendovi opce-
nito su se poboljsali, no prihodi od turizma su
ve¢ 2011. godine bili visoki, dok popunjenost
stagnira na racun stalnog povecanja smjestaj-
nog kontingenta koji kompenzira povecanje
dolazaka i nocéenja. Sveukupna zaposlenost
takoder je veca u sjevernim Zupanijama gdje
se nalazi veéina turistickog zemljista.
Proracuni jedinica lokalne samouprave za-
biljezili su znatno veca povecanja u razdoblju
od 2011. do 2019. godine za destinacije u koji-
ma nema turistickog zemljiSta, Cime je opovr-
gnuta hipoteza H1, ¢ak do razine da je u 2019.
godini prosjecni proraun po stanovniku de-
stinacija u kojima nema turistickog zemljista
bio za oko 8% niZi od proraCuna u destinaci-
jama u kojima postoji turisti¢ko zemljiSte. To
donekle iznenaduje s obzirom na ¢injenicu da
je nominalni regionalni BDP po stanovniku
(DZS, 2022) za regije u kojima je turisticko
zemljiSte dominantno prisutno (Istarska Zu-
panija, Primorsko-goranska Zupanija) u pro-
sjeku 35% veci nego u juZnijim primorskim
regijama. Budu¢i da nije prakti¢no izraCunati
BDP na lokalnim razinama, mogude je tvr-
diti da sve destinacije u uzorku predstavljaju
uspjeSne turisticke destinacije i da su urbana
srediSta svojih regija pa je razlika u njihovom
BDP-u manja nego za cijele regije. No, potreb-
no je dodatno objasnjenje kako bi se razjasnile
tako velike razlike u zbrinjavanju krutog ot-
pada i infrastrukturi odvodnje, ¢ija kvaliteta
treba biti u korelaciji s lokalnim proracunima.
Mogudi razlog tome je faktor vremena, gdje
je sada, kada su budZeti po stanovniku uskla-
deni s destinacijama u kojima ima turistickog
zemljiSta, mogude ocekivati da ¢e destinacije
u kojima nema turistickog zemljiSta s vreme-
nom poboljsati potrebnu infrastrukturu na istu
razinu. U skladu je s postoje¢im stajaliStima o
odnosu izmedu konkurentnosti i uspjeSnosti,
odnosno tezom Croesa, Ridderstaata i Shapo-

performance has increased owing to reduced
seasonality in all destinations, and most of the
observed destinations have become attractive
places to live in and maintain their popula-
tion density the rest of Croatia that has expe-
rienced poorer population trends. Economic
trends have generally improved, but tourism
revenues were already high in 2011, while oc-
cupancy stagnates as a result of the constant
increase of accommodation stock that offsets
the rise of arrivals and overnights. The overall
employment has grown in the northern coun-
ties where the most SOTPs are situated.

The municipal budgets have seen sub-
stantially higher increases in the 2011-2019
period in non-SOTP destinations refuting
the H1 hypothesis — even to the level that
in 2019 the average budget per inhabitant of
a non-SOTP destination was less than 8%
lower than that in the SOTP destinations.
This is somewhat surprising given the fact
that the nominal regional GDP per capita
(DZS, 2022) for the regions where SOTPs
are dominantly present (Istria, Primor-
je-Gorski Kotar) is on average 35% higher
than in southern coastal regions. Since it is
not practical to calculate GDP at local levels,
it is possible to argue that all destinations in
the sample present successful tourist desti-
nations and feature as urban centres of their
respective regions, whereby the difference
in their GDPs is lower than the whole re-
gions. However, it is also necessary to ex-
plain such large differences in solid waste
treatment and sewage infrastructure, whose
quality should be correlated with the local
budgets. A possible reason is the time factor,
where now, when budgets per capita are in
line with the SOTP destinations, eventually
the non-SOTP destinations can be expect-
ed to improve the necessary infrastructure
to the same level. This is in line with the
existing views of the relationship between
competitiveness and performance, and the
notion suggested by Croes et al.(2019) that
competitiveness precedes performance, i.e.
it is first necessary to become competitive
for performance to follow.
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val (2019) da konkurentnost prethodi u€inku,
tj. da je prvo potrebno postati konkurentan,
kako bi mogla uslijediti uspje$nost.

Analiza vlasniStva zemlji§ta u hrvatskim
kampovima pokazuje da je vecina kampo-
va na obali na turistickom zemljistu. To se
posebno odnosi na najveée kampove na sje-
vernom dijelu obale kojima upravljaju velika
turisti¢ka poduzeca. Preostali kampovi na
obali veé¢inom su mali i obiteljski objekti,
dok su objekti srednje veli¢ine drustava s
ograni¢enom odgovorno$éu zapravo najma-
nji kamping segment, posebno na sjevernom
dijelu obale. Kampovi na turistickom zemlji-
Stu biljeZe bolje rezultate u pogledu EBITDA
marZi. Medutim, teSko je ovu karakteristiku
pripisati fenomenu turistickog zemljiSta, ili
samo fenomenu turistickog zemljista, buduci
da su ti kampovi veéi i u prosjeku kvalitet-
niji (viSe kategorije). Nadalje, bududi da nji-
ma upravljaju velike tvrtke sa znatno vecom
ekonomijom razmjera i razvijenijom korpo-
rativnom strukturom u smislu upravljanja,
marketinga i prodaje, tesko je modelirati ili
razlikovati koliko bilo koji od ovih atributa
doprinosi razlikama u poslovnoj uspjeSnosti.

Pokazatelji uspje$nosti za poduzeca koje
posluju na turistickom zemlji$tu bolji su u
odnosu na ostala poduzecéa kako u statistic-
koj analizi za 2019. godinu, tako i u analizi
trenda u razdoblju od 2016. do 2019. godine.
Treba uzeti u obzir i Cinjenicu da su tvrtke
koje posluju na turistickom zemljiStu ujedno
i najvece i najsofisticiranije tvrtke na hrvat-
skom turistickom trzistu, te da su posljedic-
no koncesije na turistiCkom zemljiStu koje su
omogudile intenzivna ulaganja samo djelo-
mican doprinos takvom ucinku.

Studija slucaja jedne od investicija veza-
nih uz turisticko zemljiSte daje daljnji uvid
u HI, odnosno ucinak turistickog zemljiSta
i ulaganja na lokalne proracune. Zakonski
definirana raspodjela poreza i drugih da-
vanja, zajedno s nekim drugim zakonskim
odredbama (prije svega Cinjenicom da da-
vanja lokalnim zajednicama nisu vezana uz
prihode i uglavnom ograni¢ena nacional-

The analysis of land ownership in Croa-
tian campsites shows that most of the campsite
grounds on the coast are situated on SOTPs.
This refers especially to the largest campsites
on the northern part of the coast that are run by
the major tourism companies. The remaining
campsites on the coast are mostly small and
family run establishments, with medium-sized
objects run by limited liability companies and
actually belong to the smallest campsite seg-
ment, especially in the northern part of the
coast. The campsites on SOTPs seem to re-
cord better performances in terms of EBITDA
margins, although it is difficult to attribute this
characteristic to SOTPs, or to SOTPs alone,
as these campsites are larger and mostly in
the better-quality segment (higher category).
Furthermore, since they are operated by major
companies with significantly larger economies
of scale and more developed corporate struc-
tures in terms of management, marketing and
sales, it is difficult to model or distinguish how
much any of these attributes contribute to the
differences in business performance.

The performance indicators for the com-
panies that operate on SOTPs have shown
better indicators both in terms of the statistical
analysis for 2019 and of the trend analysis in
the 20162019 period. Again, it must be con-
sidered that the companies located on SOTPs
are also the largest and the most sophisticated
companies in the Croatian tourism market,
and that consequently the SOTP concessions
that enabled intensive investments are only a
partial contributor to such performance.

The case study into one of the SOTP re-
lated investments provides further insight
into Hl1, i.e. the effect of the SOTP and in-
vestments on the local budgets. The legally
defined distribution of taxation and other
charges, together with some other legal pro-
visions (most notably the fact that the number
of locally distributed charges is not revenue
related and is strictly limited by the nation-
al law) virtually predefines that the share of
the nationally distributed taxes and charges
will increase with revenues. In this case, the
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nim zakonima) prakticki unaprijed definira
da ¢e udio nacionalno raspodijeljenih pore-
za i naknada viSe rasti s prihodima. U ovom
slu¢aju, nacionalna razina prikupila je 60%
svih poreza i naknada prije ulaganja i 83%
nakon ulaganja, uz znatno viSu razinu pri-
hoda objekta. Medutim, studija slucaja obu-
hvatila je jedan smjeStajni objekt (kamp) u
jednoj lokalnoj zajednici. Bududi da lokalne
zajednice imaju slobodu odredivanja dijela
lokalnih naknada, generalizaciju nalaza ove
studije slucaja treba uzeti s oprezom jer se
oni mogu razlikovati medu razli¢itim lo-
kalnim zajednicama. S oprezom treba uzeti
i izrazito pozitivne ucinke predmetne in-
vesticije na ukupnu uspjes$nost poslovanja,
bududi da ovise o razini investicije, uspjes-
nosti koncepta i kasnijeg poslovanja. Medu-
tim, zbog razmjera razlike izmedu poreza
i promjena na razliCitim razinama vlasti te
promjena nakon ulaganja, moguce je tvrditi
da je sustav organiziran na nacin da sre-
diSnji proracun prikuplja dominantan udio
poreznog opterecenja turistickih poduzeca.
U tom smislu, za odrZavanje lokalnih pro-
racuna nuZna je daljnja proliferacija nekret-
ninske izgradnje. Studija slucaja takoder
pokazuje da koristi za lokalne zajednice
povezane s turistickim koncesijama uveli-
ke ovise o upravljanju, propisima i okviru
planiranja.

Sa stajaliSta interesa poduzeca, nema po-
sebne razlike izmedu vlasniStva nad zemlji-
Stem i dobro strukturirane dugoro¢ne konce-
sije, gdje bi mogudi interes poduzeca da do-
bije vlasniStvo nad zemljiStem bio poveéanje
potencijala zaduZivanja na racun povecanja
imovine. Medutim, za fiskalno zdrave tvrt-
ke koje posluju s visokim prinosom (sektor
smjestaja), to nije od kljuéne vazZnosti. 1z
nacionalne i destinacijske perspektive, pro-
vedba modela koncesije za znatan dio naj-
vrjednijeg zemljiSta (obala zemlje u kojoj je
17% gospodarstva povezano s turizmom dok
turizam €ini izmedu 40% i 50% gospodar-
stva predmetnih obalnih destinacija) ¢ini se
kao dobra ideja za zaStitu dugoro¢nih naci-

national level collected 60% of all taxes and
charges prior to investment and 83% post in-
vestment with a substantially higher level of
revenue. However, the case study included one
accommodation establishment (campsite) in
one local community. Since the local commu-
nities are free to set parts of the local charges,
generalising the findings of this case study
should be taken cum grano salis, since they
may differ between the various local commu-
nities. The highly positive effects of this in-
vestment on the overall business performance
should also be considered with caution since
they depend on the levels of investment and
the success of the concept and the subsequent
operations. However, due to the extent of the
difference between the taxes and changes at
various governmental levels, and the change
after the investment, it is possible to argue that
the system is effectively organised in such a
way that the central budget collects the lion’s
share of the collective accommodation’s busi-
ness taxation and charges. The local budgets
focus on collecting mostly municipal contri-
butions and one-time charges for construction
permits and community charges for real es-
tate construction, while the real estate tax is
absent and taxes for private accommodation
operations are set very low yielding insignif-
icant revenues for the local administrations.
In that sense, further real estate proliferation
is necessary for maintaining the levels of the
local budgets. The case study also shows that
the benefits to local communities related to
tourism concessions largely depend on gov-
ernance, regulations and planning framework.

With regard to company interests, there is
no special difference between land ownership
and a well-structured long-term concession,
where the company’s possible interest to gain
land ownership would be to increase its bor-
rowing potential on the basis of the increased
assets. However, for the fiscally sound com-
panies operating high yield businesses (ac-
commodation), this is not of critical impor-
tance. From the national and destination per-
spectives, implementing a concession model
for the substantial part of the most valuable
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onalnih interesa. Sto se tice u¢inka turisti¢-
kog zemljiSta na destinacije, moguce je dati
alternativnu hipotezu koja saZima vecinu
nalaza. Najsjevernije primorske Zupanije
Hrvatske povijesno su bile razvijenije od
juznih. Vjerojatno je upravo zbog njihove
ukupne konkurentske prednosti turisticko
zemljiSte kao progresivni koncept gospoda-
renja zemljiStem u datim okolnostima dobio
veéi zamah u odnosu na druge Zupanije.
Takoder valja istaknuti da veéina najvecih i
najuspjeSnijih turistickih poduzeca ima sje-
diSte u ovim Zupanijama, posebice u Istri.
Pocevsi na slicnim osnovama kao i druga
poduzecéa na obali, s vremenom su znatno
narasla u odnosu na druga poduzeéa, ¢ak su
stekla zna¢ajne kapacitete na juZznim dijelo-
vima obale. Hipoteza temeljena na konku-
rentnosti takoder moZe objasniti proracun i
infrastrukturu, gdje jaCe gospodarske regi-
je postizu viSe sa sli¢nim proraCunima po
stanovniku u usporedbi s juznim regijama,
opet dijelom kao rezultat boljeg i racional-
nijeg upravljanja, §to je takoder element
konkurentnosti.

Konacno, svi nalazi pokazuju da turisti¢-
ke koncesije mogu imati pozitivan ucinak
i za koncesionare i za davatelje koncesija.
Medutim, upravljanje koncesijskim proce-
som i strukturiranje koncesijskih uvjeta de-
likatan je proces. Ovo se pitanje namece s
obzirom na vaznost i osjetljivost zemljista
koje je predmet koncesija, §to je pokazalo
dugogodiSnje neuspjesno operacionaliziranje
koncesija za turisticko zemljiSte. Dosadasnja
praksa koncesija pokazuje da se one provode
u za$ti¢enim prirodnim podrucjima, velikim
obalnim pojasevima ili drugim podrudjima
koja su od kriti¢ne vaZnosti za lokalne zajed-
nice, pa je moguce zakljuciti da su koncesije
za turisticko zemljiSte potencijalno koristan,
ali vrlo osjetljiv model.

land (coastline of a country whose 17% of
the economy accounts for tourism, while
tourism makes up between 40% and 50%
in the economies of the examined coastline
communities) it seems like a sound idea for
a long-term protection of national interests.
Regarding the effect of SOTPs on destina-
tions, it is possible to provide an alternative
hypothesis that sums up most of the findings.
Historically the northernmost coastal coun-
ties of Croatia have been more developed
than the southern ones, which is possibly due
to their overall competitive advantage in that
SOTPs as a progressive land management
concept in the given circumstances gained
more momentum than in other counties. It is
also worth noting that most of the largest and
the most successful tourism companies are
headquartered in these counties, especially
in Istria. Beginning on similar grounds as
other companies on the coast, they have over
time grown substantially larger than other
companies and even acquired substantial
capacities in the southern parts of the coast.
The competitiveness driven hypothesis can
also explain the budget and infrastructure,
where stronger economic regions accomplish
more with similar budgets per capita com-
pared to the southern regions, which is again
partly the result of better and more rational
governance and a competitiveness element.

Finally, all findings indicate that tourism
concessions may generate positive effects for
both concessionaries and concession provid-
ers. Nevertheless, managing the concession
process and structuring concession terms is a
delicate process. This issue arises with regard
to the importance and sensitivity of land that
is the subject of concessions, as shown by the
long period of unsuccessful attempts to op-
erationalize SOTP concessions. According
to the current practices, concessions are ei-
ther implemented in protected natural areas,
large coastal strips, or other areas that are of
critical value for the local communities, and
hence it is possible to conclude that tourism
land concessions are a potentially beneficial
but very sensitive model.
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6. ZAKLJUCAK

Tema ovog rada je turisticko zemljiSte
kao jedinstvena kategoriju zemljista koja se
u Hrvatskoj pojavila krajem 1990-ih godi-
na kada je Vlada odbila privatizirati velike
dijelove obalnog zemljiSta za turisticku na-
mjenu, alternativno dajuci koncesiju poduze-
¢ima koja su njime upravljala do privatizaci-
je te ostala vlasnici zgrada i objekata na tim
Cesticama. IstraZivanje se fokusiralo na im-
plementaciju koncesije na turisti¢ko zemlji-
Ste na predmetna poduzeca i destinacije od
trenutka njene implementacije 2010. godine
do 2019. godine.

Istrazivanje koristi model mjerenja
uspjesnosti destinacije koji se sastoji od 7
pokazatelja ekonomske, druStvene i okolis-
ne uspjesnosti, kretanja opéinskih proracu-
na, uspjeSnosti poduzeéa i studiju slucaja
ukupnih poreznih i drugih javnih naknada
objekta na turistickom zemljiStu prije i nakon
ulaganja. Rezultati upucuju na to da poduze-
¢a koja upravljaju kapacitetima na turistic-
kom zemljiS§tu imaju natprosjecne rezultate
u sektoru kolektivnog smjestaja u Hrvatskoj
i da su imale bolje trendove u rezultatima u
razdoblju od 2011. do 2016. godine u uspo-
redbi s drugim poduzecima.

Pozitivni su i u€inci koncesija na turistic-
ko zemljiSte na davatelje koncesija, pri cemu
su ukupni trendovi uspjeSnosti destinacija
u kojima postoji turisti¢ko zemljiSte bolji
u usporedbi s ostalima, posebice s glediSta
odrzivosti. Dok je doprinos ulaganja poveza-
nih s turistickim zemljiStem u oporezivanju
1 drugim javnim naknadama znacajan, zbog
hrvatskog zakonodavnog okvira ti su dopri-
nosi prvenstveno usmjereni na nacionalnu
razinu. U tom smislu, lokalni proracuni imali
su veci porast u destinacijama u kojima nema
turisti¢kog zemljiSta, prvenstveno potaknuti
brzim razvojem nekretnina, u odnosu na de-
stinacije u kojima ima turistickog zemljista.
Ovo potvrduje zakljucke ranijih studija na
tom podrudju da ucinci turistickih koncesija
uvelike ovise o sofisticiranosti upravljanja,
okviru planiranja i zakonodavstvu.

6. CONCLUSION

The paper examines SOTPs as a unique
land category that occurred in Croatia at the
end of 1990s when the government refused
to privatise large portions of coastal land for
tourism use, alternatively providing conces-
sions to the companies operating on them
until privatisation and remained owners of
the buildings and the facilities on these plots.
The research focuses on the implementation
the SOTP concessions in the studied destina-
tions and companies since its establishment
in 2010 until 2019.

The research uses the destination perfor-
mance model comprising seven indicators of
economic, social and environmental perfor-
mance, municipal budgets, company perfor-
mance and a case study of the total tax and
other public charges on an SOTP property
before and after the investment. The find-
ings suggest that the companies operating
the campsites on SOTPs are among the best
performers in the collective accommodation
sector in Croatia and outperformed other
companies in the 2011-2016 period.

The effects of the SOTP concessions on
concession providers are also positive, where
the overall destination performance trends
of STOP destinations are clearly superior in
comparison to others, especially from the
environmental point of view. While the con-
tributions of the SOTP related investments in
taxation and other public charges is substan-
tial, it is due to the Croatian legislative frame-
work that these contributions are directed
primarily to the national level. In that sense,
the local budgets saw higher budget increas-
es in the non-SOTP destinations, which were
primarily driven by faster development of pri-
vate accommodation compared to the SOTP
destinations. This confirms the conclusions of
the earlier studies in the field that the effects
of tourism concessions largely depend on gov-
ernment sophistication, planning framework
and regulation.
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Na mikrorazini, istraZivanje pokazuje da
kampovi koji se djelomi¢no nalaze na turis-
tickom zemljiStu imaju bolje rezultate u smi-
slu visih EBITDA marZi u usporedbi s kam-
povima koji nisu na turistickom zemljiStu.
Medutim, ovdje je teSko razlikovati tocan
uc¢inak turistickog zemljiSta na uspjesnost,
bududi da su dvije skupine kampova bitno
strukturno razli¢ite u smislu prosjecne veli-
¢ine, snage operatera i u manjoj mjeri, pro-
sje¢ne kategorije.

Ogranicenja istraZivanja ogledaju se u
malim uzorcima destinacija i poduzeca po-
vezanih s turistickim zemljiStem koji ne
dopustaju nikakve kvantitativne metode te-
stiranja hipoteza. Daljnje pitanje je u odredi-
vanju uzro¢no-posljedi¢nih uloga, posebice
u razlucivanju je li turistiCko zemljiSte utje-
calo na vecu konkurentnost destinacija i po-
duzeéa na sjevernom dijelu hrvatske obale,
ili je turisti¢ko zemljiSte dobilo veci zamah
na sjeveru kao rezultat progresivnog modela
gospodarenja zemljiStem jer su te regije ot-
pocetka bile konkurentnije.

Preporuke za daljnja istraZivanja uklju-
¢uju kontinuirano pracenje izvedbe destina-
cije koriStenjem holistickih modela s vise
parametara, pri Cemu je prioritet istraZivanje
stavova kako lokalnog stanovniStva tako i tu-
rista. Sto se tice turistitkog zemljista, njegovi
dugoroc¢ni udinci takoder zasluZuju buducu
pozornost. Iako je novi zakon o turistickom
zemljiStu donesen 2020. godine, to¢ne kon-
cesijske naknade predmet su podzakonskih
akata koji su 2022. godine jo$ uvijek u proce-
su pregovora. Nadalje, nisu rijeSeni svi spo-
rovi vezani uz turisti¢ko zemljiSte, tako da
znacajan dio turistickog zemljiSta jo§ uvijek
¢eka na ulaganja. Stoga ée za egzaktnije mje-
renje utjecaja fenomena turistickog zemljista
na destinacije i poduzeca biti potrebno do-
datno vrijeme i istraZivanja.

On a micro-level, the research indicates
that the campsites partially set on SOTPs do
perform more effectively in terms of high-
er EBITDA margins, compared to the non-
SOTP campsites. However, the exact effects
of SOTPs on performance are difficult to dis-
tinguish, since the two groups of campsites
are fundamentally structurally different in
terms of the average size, operator strength,
and, to a degree, the average category.

The research limitations involve the
small samples of the SOTP related destina-
tions and companies that do not allow for any
quantitative hypothesis testing methods. An-
other issue is determining the cause-effect
roles, especially in distinguishing whether
SOTPs have influenced higher competitive-
ness of the destinations and companies in
the northern part of the Croatian coast, or
whether SOTPs gained more momentum in
the north as a result of the progressive land
management model, since these regions had
initially been more competitive.

The recommendations for further re-
search include continuous monitoring of the
destination’s performance by using holistic
models with more parameters, where the re-
search on the perceptions of both local in-
habitants and tourists is a priority. With re-
gards to SOTPs, their long-term effects also
deserve future attention. Even though the
new law on SOTPs was adopted in 2020, the
exact concession compensation is the subject
of bylaws that are still in the negotiation pro-
cess (in 2022). Furthermore, not all SOTP
related disputes have been settled, whereby a
significant number of SOTPs are still pend-
ing investments. Therefore, more accurate
measuring of the SOTPs’ influence on the
destinations and companies will require ad-
ditional time and research efforts.
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