RIJEC UREDNISTVA

PARAFISKALNI NAMETI — POJAM I TKO IH TREBA PLACATI

Nova promjena u vezi s placanjema naknade za opéekori-
sne funkcije $uma, tretirane kao parafiskalni namet, potice
nas da opetovano progovorimo o tom problemu. Na Po-
duzetnickom portalu ¢itamo: Premda se sluzbeno zovu
»heporezna davanja“ u javnosti se ve¢ uvrijeZio termin ,,pa-
rafiskalni nameti; a popisan je 161 parafiskalni namet, koji
kazu naciji oduzima oko 2,5 % BDP-a. Detaljnije pak po-
jasnjenje prema definiciji Ministarstva financija kaze: ,,pa-
rafiskalni nameti su sva propisana obvezna neporezna da-
vanja koja pla¢aju poduzeéa sredi$njim tijelima drzavne
uprave, jedinicama lokalne i podru¢ne (regionalne) samo-
uprave ili drugim tijelima s javnim ovlastima, ako pri tome:
platitelj ne dobiva za uzvrat neku uslugu, dobro ili pravo
... Ako je tome tako zbog ¢ega se onda naknada za op-
¢ekorisne funkcije $uma tretira kao parafiskalni namet?
Naime, u ovome slucaju nesporno je da platitelj dobiva za
uzvrat uslugu, dobro ili pravo. To bi trebalo biti svima jasno
ako samo pogledaju Zakon o Sumama, gdje su navedene
opcekorisne funkcije Suma kako slijedi: 1. zastita tla, pro-
metnica i drugih objekata od erozije, bujica i poplava; 2.
utjecaj na vodni rezim i kvalitetu voda; 3. utjecaj na plod-
nost tla i poljodjelsku proizvodnju; 4. utjecaj na klimu i
ublazavanje posljedica klimatskih promjena; 5. zastita i una-
predenje ¢ovjekova okolisa; 6. stvaranje kisika, ponor
ugljika i procis¢avanje atmosfere; 7. rekreativna, turisticka
i zdravstvena funkcija; 8. stvaranje povoljnih uvjeta za div-
lja¢ i ostalu faunu te 9. povecan utjecaj zastitnih Suma i
$uma posebne namjene na bioraznolikost. U pojedinim
funkcijama imaju korist samo neki, a u nekima svi. Na-
knada za opcéekorisne funkcije Suma prvotno je iznosila
0,07 % od ukupnoga godisnjeg prihoda, 2010. godine pada
na 0,0525 %, a potom 2012. godine na 0,0265 % da bi 2018.
godine bili oslobodeni pla¢anja oni koji ostvaruju ukupni
prihod manji od 3 milijuna kn godi$nje. Sada se oslobadaju
placanja oni s ukupnim godi$njim prihodom manjim od
7,5 milijuna kn, a postotak pada na 0,024. Da bi nam bilo
jasnije, izracunajmo koliko je to novaca godi$nje — na 3 mi-
lijuna kn to je bilo 795,00 kn/god., a na 7,5 milijuna kn to
je 1.800,00 kn/god. (velik novac !?). Sagledavajuci kronolo-
giju smanjenja naknade za opéekorisne funkcije Sume i hi-
steriju koja vlada oko parafiskalnih nameta, ne bi nas izne-

nadilo da obnasatelji vlasti nakon parlamentarnih izbora
potpuno ukinu ovaj po nama potreban ekoloski progresivni
porez. Nazalost, ne bi bilo prvi puta da se radi populizma
povlace potezi koji nisu dobri ni za drzavu ni za drustvo.

Od glavnih gospodarskih djelatnosti: 1. proizvodnje drvnih
$umskih proizvoda, 2. proizvodnje Sumskog reprodukcij-
skog materijala i 3. proizvodnje nedrvnih $umskih proi-
zvoda, ocekuje se i dobit koja se upla¢uje u drzavni prora-
¢un. Sve to unato¢ netrzisnom poslovanju u prometu tim
proizvodima i nuznim potrebama pravodobnog i sveobu-
hvatnog rada na uzgojnim i zastitarskim radovima u Sum-
skom ekosustavu koji se Cesto ,,preskace®, kako bi dobit bila
¢im veda. Vise puta ukazivali smo da u Sumarstvu nema
dobiti, ako vratimo $umi ono $to smo joj uzeli, a da bi ona
bila u optimumu, ili slikovito receno ,vje¢na®“ O svakoj od
devet navedenih op¢ekorisnih funkcija ¢esto smo govorili,
potkrijepivsi nase rije¢i istrazivackim rezultatima. Brojke
su impresivne i najbolje se pamte. Govoreci, zbog manjka
prostora u rubrici, primjerice samo o njenoj hidroloskoj
funkciji, receno je kako niti jedan vegetacijski oblik ne
utjece tako djelotvorno na vodu kao $uma - ona uravnote-
zuje raspored vode u prostoru, ravnomjerno opskrbljuje
vodotoke i ublazava pojavu visokih vodnih valova, utjece
na ¢isto¢u vode i broj izvorista. Procjedivanjem vode kroz
zivo i rahlo $umsko tlo, ona u podzemne tokove ulazi pitka.
Ako uzmemo u obracun prosje¢nu godisnju koli¢inu obo-
rina u Hrvatskoj od 1200 mm i povr$inu Suma od samo 2
milijuna ha (ona je veca) racuna se da iz Sume istjeCe oko
13 milijardi tona pitke vode. Tko dobiva tu uslugu - svi
ukljucivsi i platitelja! Ovako bi mogli i o ostalim opéeko-
risnim funkcijama. E sada, neki kazu pisano je ve¢ o svemu
tome i re¢eno na mnogim Sumarskim skupovima, ali mi
$umari govorimo sami sebi — a mi pitamo kolegice i kolege:
servirani su vam podaci u ovoj rubrici i drugim tekstovima
- za$to to ne $irite medu poznanike, a oni politicki angazi-
rani $umarski stru¢njaci medu kolege politi¢are na lokalnoj,
regionalnoj pa i drzavnoj razini? Pitamo se, dali je pristojno
re¢i da ste se ,zavukli u misju rupu“? Vi odgovorite!
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EDITORIAL

PARAFISCAL LEVIES — DEFINITION AND WHO SHOULD PAY THEM

A new change referring to the payment of non-market
forest function fees, regarded as a parafiscal tax, urges
us to again discuss this problem. We read on the
Entrepreneurial Portal: Although officially called "non-
tax benefits”, the term “parafiscal levies" has already
become commonplace in the public, and 161 parafiscal
levies have been listed, which is believed to take away
about 2.5 % of the GDP from the nation. A more detailed
explanation according to the definition of the Ministry
of Finance states: "parafiscal levies are all prescribed
mandatory non-tax benefits paid by companies to central
state administrative bodies, local and regional self-
government units or other bodies with public authority,
if the payer does not receive a service, goods or right
in return ...". If so, then why is the non-market forest
function fee treated as a parafiscal levy? In this case it
is indisputable that the payer receives a service, goods
or right in return. It should be clear to everyone who
reads the Forest Act and where the non-market forest
functions are listed as follows: 1. protection of soil, roads
and other facilities from erosion, torrents and floods; 2.
impact on water regime and water quality; 3. impact on
soil fertility and agricultural production; 4. impact on
climate and mitigation of climate change; 5. protection
and improvement of the human environment; 6. oxygen
generation, carbon sink and atmospheric purification;
7. recreation, tourist and health function; 8. creation of
favourable conditions for wildlife and other fauna, and
9: increased impact of protective forests and special
purpose forests on biodiversity. Some of the functions
provide benefits only for some individuals, while other
functions provide benefits for all. The non-market
forest function fee initially amounted to 0.07 % of the
total annual income, in 2010 it dropped to 0,0525 %, and
then in 2012 to 0.0265 %, whereas in 2018 all those who
generated total income less than 3 million kuna annually
were exempt from payment. Now all these with a total
annual income of less than 7.5 million kuna are exempt
from payment, and the percentage has dropped to 0.024.
To make it clearer, let us calculate how much money it is
per year - at 3 million kuna it was 795.00 kuna/year, and
at 7.5 million kuna it was 1,800.00 kuna / year (what an
amount!). In view of the chronology of the reduction
of the non-market forest function fee and the hysteria
surrounding parafiscal levies, it would not at all surprise
us if, after the parliamentary elections, the government

completely abolishes this, in our view, necessary and
environmentally progressive tax. Regrettably, it would
not be the first time that populism takes steps that are
not good either for the state or for the society.

The main economic activities, including 1. production
of wood forest products, 2. production of forest
reproductive material and 3. production of non-wood
forest products, are expected to generate income which
is paid into the state budget. All this despite non-
market business moves in the trade of these products
and the necessary need for timely and comprehensive
work on silvicultural and protection operations in the
forest ecosystem, which are often "skipped" in order
to maximize profit. We have repeatedly pointed out
that there is no profit in forestry if we return to the
forest what we have taken from it so as to leave it in the
optimal state, or figuratively speaking, so as to make it
"eternal". We have often discussed every one of the nine
non-market functions listed above, corroborating our
words with research results. The numbers are impressive
and are easy to remember. Due to limited space in the
column, let us only take the hydrological function; no
vegetation form affects water as effectively as a forest -
it balances the distribution of water in space, evenly
supplies watercourses and mitigates high water waves,
and affects water purity and the number of water springs.
Water filtered through live and friable forest soil reaches
ground courses as potable water. If we take into account
the average annual rainfall in Croatia of 1200 mm and the
forest area of only 2 million ha (it is larger), it is calculated
that about 13 billion tons of drinking water flows
from the forest. Who receives this service? Everyone,
including the payer! We could continue in the same way
with other non-market forest functions. Some would say,
these issues have been treated at a number of forestry
conferences, but we foresters speak for ourselves - and
we ask our colleagues: you have been served information
in this column and in other articles - why do not you
spread it among your acquaintances, and why those
politically active forestry experts do not raise these issues
among their fellow politicians at the local, regional and
even state level? We wonder, is it polite to say that you
have "crawled into a mouse hole"? You answer it!
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