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1. Executive summary: Conclusions and Recommendations 

This chapter summarises the conclusions and the recommendations derived from the ex ante evaluation of the draft Rural Development Plan prepared of the Ministry of Agriculture, Lithuania.

1.1 The purpose of the report

The purpose of this Ex-ante evaluation report is to assess the appropriateness of the RDP and to ensure that it fulfils the EC Regulation 1698/2005. 

The Article 85 of the Regulation details the purpose: an ex ante evaluation shall form part of drawing up each rural development programme and aim to optimise the allocation of budgetary resources and improve programming quality. 

It shall identify and appraise: the medium and long term needs; the goals to be achieved; the results expected; the quantified targets particularly in terms of impact in relation to the baseline situation; the Community value-added; the extent to which the Community’s priorities have been taken into account; the lessons drawn from previous programming; the quality of the procedures for implementation, monitoring, evaluation and financial management.
1.2 Conclusions

The assistance to MoA for the preparation of the 2007–2013 RDP including the ex ante evaluation process was initiated at an early stage of the programming period making the opportunity for the consultant to be involved in the process in an interactive and iterative way in accordance with the regulation intentions. This has resulted in different types of activities during the process: workshop, day–to–day assistance as well as commenting on the National Strategy Plan and Rural Development Plan. The Draft RDP was submitted to the team on the 13th October for the official ex ante evaluation. 

It should be emphasised that the evaluator finds that a tremendous effort has been invested into the preparation of the NS and the RDP from the MoA as such and from individual staffs. It is likewise our firm impression that the RDP to a very large extent fulfils the requirements from the Commission as these are formulated in Community Strategic Guidelines and regulations – also compared with other draft RDPs ex ante evaluated of the consultant. This said, the ex ante evaluation has shown that there is still room for improvements, which it is recommended to address either before the RDP is submitted officially to the EC Commission, or as part of the adjustment following the technical consultations with the Commission. 

The main conclusions are as follows:

Assessment of the draft programme objectives

The analysis of the current situation is well prepared and outlines the status of rural Lithuania for selected sectors. The description has a good balance between to detailed information on the one hand and outlining the main development trends on the other hand. All horizontal indicators are described providing information on e.g. age structure, long-term unemployment, educational attainment etc. This is very much appreciated by the ex ante evaluator. We do find this description appropriate and appreciate the baseline data applied.

Quantification of targets is carried out with the use of the lead baseline indicators as required supplemented with Lithuanian specific indicators, and comparisons to e.g. EU-10 or EU-25 are to a great extent done, making the description informative and useful.

The ex ante evaluator welcomes the way the SWOT-analysis is integrated into the RDP, and manages to draw on the SWOT as a strategy-building tool linking the description of the current situation with the chapter on Strategy choice.

The disparities of rural Lithuania and main challenges are listed. Consequently, the evaluator finds that the analysis of the current situation, the SWOT analysis and the ranking of disparities generally is accomplished in a good way focusing on the essential problems of rural Lithuania, in fully compliance with the overall objectives and priorities of EU policies on the one hand and national Lithuanian policy on the other.

The strategic vision for Lithuanian rural areas is in the Lithuanian National Strategic Framework and the Single Programming Document for 2004 -2006 formulated as ‘reaching a social and economic development level of some of the older EU member states by 2015’.  The vision of the Lithuanian rural development for 2013 is to:

· Improve the competitiveness of agriculture and forestry by supporting restructuring, development and innovation.

· Improve the environment and landscape by supporting environmentally friendly methods of land management.

· Improve the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging the diversification of economic activities.
In order to fulfil the vision the RDP includes a transparent objective hierarchy having clear links from the overall level down to the operational level guiding the implementation of the programme. The link between the programme objectives and the SWOT analysis is well described and justified, whereas the link from the measure sheet to the programme objective hierarchy with advantages could be improved for several of the measures.

Use of Indicators

Baseline data, results as well as impacts indicators have been defined and quantified for each of the four axes at the programme level. Baseline data have been identified and quantified for the majority of the results and impacts indicators. It would - if possible due to data availability - be recommendable that baseline data is identified for the remaining indicators.

Lessons learned

The RDP contains a chapter on lessons learned outlining, which measures were implemented during the previous and ongoing programme periods and the results hereof in terms of number of projects, types of projects, job created, average project cost etc. This is considered being useful and valuable information when designing the new RDP 2007 – 2013, although it is not always clearly indicated at the measure level how the experiences have been utilized.

Measure intervention logic applied

The evaluator finds the selection of measures in line with the objectives of the programme. Furthermore we find that the individual measures are described in a good and coherent way representing the deployment of the intervention logic principle. However we also find that the establishment of an objective hierarchy at the measure level could be linked better to the programme objective hierarchy, ensuring that the overall objective of the measure corresponds to the specific objective (priority) at the programme level. Quantification of targets has been prepared for the majority of the measures and for most of the proposed indicators.

Expected impacts

The RDP and its measures will have important social, economic and environmental effects. The RDP contains indications of expected results and impacts and quantification have been done to some extent both at programme and measure level.

Economic and social impacts:

As a point of departure it can be expected that the majority of the chosen measures first of all will have economic impacts for the beneficiaries and secondly for the rural areas in a broader context. The RDP represents a total investment of public funds (EAFRD + national funds) of 2.3 billion € equivalent to around 325 million € per year in the programme period. The RDP represents a significant contribution to the rural economy in Lithuania. However this contribution is two-edged: Creating economic growth, but also creating exclusion and unemployment for some. Job creation and job loss are impacts of special importance.

During the last four years the labour productivity in the primary production grew with 8 pct in average per year. In the same period and even before that we have experienced a reduction in the number of employees in the primary sector from 280,000 in 1999 to 255,000 in 2003 and down to 205,000 in 2005. These figures reflect a reduction in the employment in the sector of around 4 pct per year in average. A prolongation of the trend in loss of jobs in primary production until 2013 based on the years from 1999 to 2005 shows that further 70,000 jobs can be expected lost leaving us with an employment in the sector of around 140,000 people in 2013.

A similar tendency is expected for the food processing industry and seen in combination with other RDP measures contributing to increased productivity in the primary sector the expected loss of jobs will be significant.

On the contrary, it is also expected that the investments will contribute to safe guarding of existing jobs and to creating new jobs, but based on the experiences from the past and present programmes and from general statistics of the sector, we cannot expect high numbers of jobs from this side. Basically, the figures outline the tendencies to be experienced in other new member states and similar to what have been seen in the old member states over the last 50 years: A continuous process of reduction of employment in the primary sector and a parallel need to establish new job possibilities in other sectors, also in rural areas.

In total around 13,000 jobs are expected created due to investments under axis 3, in particularly in micro enterprises (7,200 jobs), Village renewal (1,600 jobs), rural tourism (1,300 jobs) and Leader (2,400 jobs).

Within the new programming period the public support amounts to 2.3 MEUR, as indicated above. The amount will be supplemented with other EU and national public funding as well as private co-financing summing up to around 900 million € per year. Furthermore, it can also be expected that additional financing will be attracted to rural areas due to increased economic activity creating leverage and multiplier effects.

The social effects are expected to be more solid compared to the former programme due to the amount of funding allocated and due to the Leader Approach, which specifically intends to increase responsibility and motivation for individuals and collective development of local communities. In general, the social effects will likely be strengthened through all axes by upgrading professional and general qualifications through ‘vocational training and information actions’, the measure on ‘acquisition of skills’ and information’ and ‘advisory service’.

Enhancing self-organisation of individuals who seeks to improve their living conditions is another expected social and economic impact of the RDP. This can be illustrated with the fact that 13.000 jobs are expected created under the RDP in 2013 under axis 3 and people employed in non- agricultural jobs are estimated to increase from 54 pct. in 2005 to 72 pct in 2013. This will have positive economic effects in rural Lithuanian generating a growth in the activity level among the rural population to some degree compensating for the loss of jobs in the primary production as indicated above. 

The key measures under axis 2 in monetary terms (LFA, Afforestation, Natura 2000 and Agro-Environment) will to a great extent contribute to achieving the overall programme objective and the measure specific objectives. In addition, the measures will contribute to realize economical and social objectives of rural development. In the economic context, the implementation of respective measures will prevent the loss of part of income of agricultural holdings as a result of protection of the natural environment resources. In addition, the compensations system will play a part in order to stabilisation of income and, in case of farmers conducting activity within LFAs, may even result in its increase. Another economic result may also be the development of the services sector supporting pro-environmental activity and basing on the development of this activity e.g. eco-tourism.

Environmental impacts

The environmental effects are expected to be an enhanced responsibility for the condition of the environment and more respect for value of the rural heritage. This will mainly be achieved through the axis 2 measures. The environmental effects are also expected in terms of a better utility of resources resulting in saved water and energy. According to the RDP it is foreseen that in 2013 240.000 ha will be under organic cultivation distributed among 6,000 farmers, which is expected to have, a positive effect on water and soil quality enriches the biodiversity and the landscape. Organic farming will – if the increasing interest for organic products continues – also have positive economic impact in term of enhanced income for those farmers.

As regards afforestation, it is expected to significantly contribute to the target set in the National Afforestation programme to increase the forest cover by 3 pct in the coming 20 years.  It is estimated that the EARDF will support afforestation on 14,000 ha agricultural land, 1,000 ha on non-agricultural land and another 1,000 ha on abandoned land. 

Programme complementarity

The draft RDP is assessed being highly complementary to the other EU interventions financed under the Structural Funds, as well as to CAP pillar 1 instruments and national policies. The overall objectives of the RDP are in line with the EC Regulation 1698/2005 and it is in principle in compliance with the CSG outlining the general principles of assistance. This complementarity and conformity is spelled out both on the NS and in the RDP. The demarcation lines between the Cohesion and Structural Funds in particular have been described at a rather detailed level. We appreciate the demarcation principles applied and finds them relatively simply and managerial thereby minimising the potential overlap in terms of content and types of projects.

Implementing arrangement

The administrative set up described in the RDP builds largely on experiences from previous and on-going programmes as well as the EC regulation 1698/2005. For that reason, no significant problems are envisaged in its functioning. This said, attention needs to be paid - at least at the start of the programming period - to the accreditation and administrative preparations for implementation of new measures, and to establishment of an efficient monitoring system

The RDP description of the programme monitoring and evaluation system is in accordance with the principles of the regulation 1698/2005. We have no specific comments hereto besides that a successful implementation of the data collection depends on the one hand of an adequate formulation of application forms and questionnaires asking the right questions in order to collect the relevant information and on the other hand that a IT system is developed to administer the programme implementation, including the monitoring system. In order to monitor the progress of the programme implementation both in relation to efficiency and the effectiveness, it is necessary to define the indicators for measuring financial allocations, outputs, results and impact of the programme. Indicators have been defined for each axis (context and horizontal indicators) are identified as well are financial, output, result and impact indicators on measure level. The ex ante evaluator appreciate this and is convinced that it will be possible to monitor the programme implementation if the data collection system is build up addressing the identified indicators.

1.3. Recommendations

The main recommendations are related to:

· Making more clear and transparent the link from the measure sheets to the programme. This is recommended achieved by adjusting and aligning the objective hierarchies in the measure sheet to the programme hierarchy

· It is very much appreciated that targets to a large extent have been defined at both programme level and measure level. In order to make the RDP even better it is suggested that the remaining targets and baselines are quantified.

· In addition hereto it is also important to illustrate how the quantification links to the objective hierarchies in the measure sheets. For this purpose a new table format is suggested applied for all measures.

Recommendations related to the programme as such and to the measures are summarized in the table below. Please notice that the recommendations included varies from minor issues to more substantial ones. All recommendations from the measure notes in annex have been included in the table in order to present the aggregated list of recommendations. However some recommendations are mentioned for each measure although they are of a more generic character. This fact is contributing to the very extensive list of recommendations.

	No.
	Subject
	Recommendations

	
	
	General and cross-cutting issues

	1. 
	Analysis
	The total land area, total population and the GDP of Lithuanian are not given anywhere in the text. It is recommended to include this data

	2. 
	Analysis
	If possible, it could be considered benchmarking some of the baseline data to EU-25 e.g. in average farm size

	3. 
	Analysis
	The issue of competitiveness could with advantages be enhanced with information on the relative market shares

	4. 
	Analysis
	Lack of forest roads and the low level of mechanisation are identified as weaknesses for Lithuanian forestry. Relevant indicators could with advantages be included in the text, e.g. the number of forest logging and timber processing vehicles per ha and the total length of the forest roads per ha. The urgency of the identified weaknesses would be clearer if EU-15 or EU-25 benchmarks were included as well

	5. 
	Analysis
	The very fragmented forest ownership structure (average size of forest holding of 4.6 ha) is identified as a main problem leading to several problems in terms of sub-optimal management and productivity. An indication of this weakness could be made through figures of the percentage of the private forest area not under management of skilled forestry personnel and be compared to EU-15 or EU-25 data.

	6. 
	Analysis
	Lack of timely forest silvicultural operations is also an identified problem. Data on the area, or the percentage, of young and medium aged forest stands that are regularly thinned - or that are in needs of thinning could be considered included as well.  

	7. 
	Analysis
	If possible, it is recommended to include the hectare of private afforested land. Currently only the number for state afforestation,

	8. 
	Analysis
	Considering the large budget allocation for the agri-environmental measure more descriptions on current status would be expected, particularly regarding organic farming. The area under this farming system is target to be tripled during the RDP period 2007-2013 and this scheme will utilise more than half of the funding allocated for the Agri-environment measure.

	9. 
	Analysis
	The low number of SMEs is not mentioned in table 1 that sums up upon the main challenges within rural Lithuania. Is that a mistake? It is though suggested to add this into the table, as it is obvious that Lithuania, compared to EU-25, is lacking behind in this area.

	10. 
	Analysis
	Benchmark data for EU-25 or EU-15 could be provided more often e.g. on rural population demography, rural employment and rural public infrastructure in order to put the problems and weaknesses in to perspective.

	11. 
	Analysis
	The measure sheet is more detailed in terms of explaining experiences and status on the Leader+ type measure e.g. describing the measures chosen in the local development strategies. It could be considered to include this information in chapter 3 as well.

	12. 
	SWOT
	First of all, the coherence between the description of the current situation and the SWOT-analysis and vice versa needs to be double-checked e.g. the low number of SME’s is not explicitly mentioned in the SWOT analysis as a weakness. In order to ensure a clear link from the current situation, to the SWOT and to the strategic part and subsequently to the measure, it is recommended that this is included in the SWOT analysis.

	13. 
	SWOT
	Vocational training: The link to Current Situation and SWOT from the measure sheet is rather indirect. It would strengthen the clarity if lines were drawn explicitly from the SWOT the to introduction of the measure.

	14. 
	SWOT
	Support for improvement of rural infrastructure: The link from the measure sheet to the current situation and the SWOT is rather indirect. It would strengthen the measure sheet if this link were addressed more explicitly, i.e. what weaknesses and opportunities are targeted by this measure.

	15. 
	SWOT
	The measure ‘Support for increasing ecological and recreational value of forests and restoration of damaged forest’ includes a mixture different aims: increased ecological value of forests, improved recreational value of forests, restoration of forests damaged by natural disasters and prevention of forest fires. The aims are interlinked as recreational activities often take place in the ecological valuable forest areas and that forest fires often are caused by tourists. The topics are briefly described in section 3.1.2. Among the threes topics, data are presented on forest fires (on average more than 350 ha of forest are damaged annually due to more than 750 forest fires of which 70 pct. are lit by tourists. Data and a more explicit description of the two other issues could be included in the current situation and in section 1 and 2 of the measure sheet. The topics of the measure are very briefly included into the SWOT and could with advantages be integrated better.

	16. 
	SWOT
	The low number of SME’s is not explicitly mentioned in the SWOT analysis as a weakness. In order to ensure a clear link from the current situation, to the SWOT and to the strategic part and subsequently to the measure, it is recommended that this is included in the SWOT analysis.

	17. 
	SWOT
	Regarding the Leader approach, it is suggested that the problems outlined in table 1 are repeated in the SWOT analysis as weaknesses in order to cover all aspect of the listed problems within rural communities. Currently, only one bullet under weaknesses refers to this.

	18. 
	Disparities
	It could be considered to add information on how the distribution of projects under the previous programme has been at the regional level in order to identify power centers in Lithuania, which are important in terms of rural and regional development.

	19. 
	Strategy
	A solid objective hierarchy is characterised by having a clear link from the overall level down to the operational level. The links in the current one are to a great extent clear, but in order to make it more evident it is strongly recommended that the ‘priorities’ be viewed as ‘specific objective’ as it would make the connection from the global objective through the overall objectives down to the priorities more explicit. The most obvious way to go ahead would be to rename the ‘priorities’ to ‘priorities/specific objectives’ and to explicitly state that the chosen measures are the operational objectives at the programme level. 

	20. 
	Strategy
	Baseline data has been identified for a great deal of the results and impacts indicators and the same can be said in relation to the quantification. It would - of course and if possible - be recommendable that baseline data is identified for the remaining indicators. This does however depend on data availability.

	21. 
	Strategy
	It is strongly recommended that all targets be tried quantified also if no baseline data is identified. If it is not possible to quantify the targets in quantitative terms then a qualitatively quantification would be acceptable.

	22. 
	Lessons learned
	In general, it is recommended to assess the potential sources of lessons learned from the present and previous programme in order to improve the design of the 2007 – 2013 RDP in terms of lessons learned on 1) effectiveness and cost-effectiveness, 2) financial uptake and 3) administrative procedures.

	23. 
	Demarcation lines
	Our assessment of the individual measures point out that the demarcation lines are not always clearly designated in the single measure sheet e.g. for the measure ‘Creation and development of micro-enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities’. The demarcation lines between this measure and the ERDF be outlined more explicitly stated in the measure sheet using the formulation proposed in annex 1 where it is defined by applicant and by size of project.

	24. 
	Programme implementation
	In order to avoid bottleneck within the administration it could be considered to include time limits for how much time the National Paying Agency must spend on evaluating project applications. If this is already an integrated procedure, it could be considered included in chapter 11 of the RDP;

	25. 
	Programme implementation
	The selection of the local strategies under the Leader will be based on a point system, which is highly in compliance with the draft guidelines for the Leader Approach. However, according to the same guidelines it is suggested that specific national criteria are added if it is considered useful. Would that be the case in Lithuania and has this been considered?

	26. 
	Monitoring and evaluation system
	Description of the monitoring systems needs to provide information about the methods of data gathering. So far, nothing is known how the reporting at the level of beneficiary will be organised; 

	27. 
	Monitoring and evaluation system
	It is recommended that a central monitoring system is built up and correspondingly, be described in the programme;

	28. 
	Monitoring and evaluation system
	It is strongly recommended that the formulation of application forms and questionnaires asking the right questions in order to collect the relevant information are prioritise within MoA and the Paying Agency since these are important data sources in order to monitor and evaluate the progress both only on input and output but also in relation to results and impacts.

	29. 
	Information plan
	It is recommended to insert an indicative budget for implementing the information plan, which is a constituent part of technical assistance;

	30. 
	Information plan
	To consider the criteria to be used to evaluate the impact of the information and publicity measures in terms of transparency, awareness of the rural development programmes and the role played by the Community;

	31. 
	Information plan
	Considering adding further communication tools than those suggested (press reports, reports at NPA and MoA website, seminars, conferences and exhibitions as well as a audio-visual broadcast). It could for instance be considered to make use of radio spots, newspapers advertisement or articles, posters and billboards and production of promotional material e.g. brochures.

	
	
	Measure specific recommendations

	32. 
	Measure I.1. Vocational training 
	It would improve the measure sheet considerably if the objective hierarchy is made clear along the same lines as the indicator table in section 8 of the measure sheet. In principle, the indicator table includes an appropriate objective hierarchy easily could be transformed to an adequate objective hierarchy. Perhaps additional quantification will be necessary.

	
	The unit costs (cost per participant) have been more than three-doubled for this coming programme period (530 Euro vs. 140 Euro). It is recommended to present justification for this rise in unit costs.

	33. 
	Measure I.2. Consulting services 
	It is not clear whether the targets in the indicator table relate to the entire programme period. This needs to be specified. The target of the result indicator is an increase in gross value added by 1 pct. for supported holdings. This is a rather un-ambitious target if it is for a seven-year period.

	
	It will be extremely difficult to isolate the economic impact of consultancy services compared to the impact of other drivers such as general economic growth increased access to EU markets etc. Instead it is recommended to relate to the share of farmers in compliance with GAEC and other environmental and animal welfare requirements as well as share of farmers adopting the promoted accounting methods.

	
	There seems to be a flaw in the plan (budget vs. expected impact) since average payment is 1400 Euro, while actual maximum payments are 1200 and 50/60 Euro.  Thus, the average cost can never be 1400 when actual maximum payment levels are lower. 

	
	The big differentiation of level of support between on one hand consultations on GAEC and labour safety and on the other hand consultations on organic farming, farm accounting and forestry needs to be explained and justified. 

	
	There is a mismatch between the financial allocation and the expected number of participants. If the expected number of participants is approx. 26.000 and the maximum payment levels are unchanged, the financial allocation will need to be adjusted accordingly  – or the number of participants of maximum support rate needs to be adjusted.

	
	It is recommended to emphasise even further that this measure is a key measure for helping the implementation of GAEC in Lithuanian rural areas. GAEC and the cross compliance requirements is a key feature of the regulation 1698/2005 and need to be given optimal attention.

	34. 
	Measure I.3. Setting up young farmers
	The objective hierarchy as presented in section 3 of the measure sheet is not entirely satisfactory. The operational aim does not qualify as an operational aim. It is recommended to make this operational and to state very clearly the immediate aims of the support.

	
	It is recommended to specify whether the targets in the indicator table relate to the entire programme period.

	
	The more detailed lessons arising from implantation of the SAPARD programme and the membership RDP are not presented. It is recommended to include specific relevant lessons learned for this measure. 

	
	It is recommended to explain and justify the rather small number of expected beneficiaries (1,806 holdings) compared to the total number of young farmers in Lithuania (52,700).

	35. 
	Measure I.4. 

Early retirement 
	It is recommended to adjust and reformulate the objective hierarchy: The first overall aim “Making farms larger to improve the demographic situation” appears questionable. Making farms larger does not in it self improve the demographic situation, i.e. the migration from rural areas to cities. This needs clarification. The second overall aim “Ensuring a certain income level for elderly farmers…” – is more appropriate as a specific aim. The first specific aim ”seeking that farms of 9.9 ha in average are released” needs clarification and reformulation. For example to: Supporting transfer of 35.000 ha increasing the average farm size to 9,9 ha before 2013. The second specific aim could also be reformulated to for example: “Release of 5% of agricultural land for non-agricultural purposes”. Furthermore, the reason for aiming at releasing land for non-agricultural purposes need to be explained and justified.   

	
	It is recommended to clarify the indicator table on following areas: The result indicator includes a target saying “27 pct per 1 ha”. This is not understood. A gross value added of 27 pct per transferred ha seems unrealistic. Average farms size and Area of land released for non-agricultural purposes needs to be included as indicators – cf. aims in section 3 of the measure sheet.

	
	The input indicator in section 6 mentions a budget that is different from the budget mentioned in section 9 of the measure sheet.

	
	It is recommended to demonstrate that the aim to increase gross value added and labour productivity to a certain level is a joint objective for several measures.

	
	It is recommended that the experiences from the previous implementation of early retirement measure is described and taken into consideration if relevant.

	
	It is recommended to clarify in the RDP or the measure sheet whether the release of agricultural land could be achieved in a more cost effective way.

	
	The overall allocation for the coming programme period (funds transferred from 2004-2006 period excluded) is 87,490 MEUR. This leads to an average total payment of approx. 13.000 Euro per beneficiary. This is more than ten times lower than the payment ceiling of 180.000 Euro defined in the measure sheet (the ceiling is 40.000 for farm workers). Both ceilings are the same as the maximum ceilings defined in 1698/2005). The big difference between the budgeted cost per beneficiary and ceilings should be justified by demonstrating why a total average payment of 13.000 Euro is realistic.

	36. 
	Measure I.5. Support for semi-subsistence farms 
	A comment regards section 2 in the measure sheet: It is stated that the support for semi-subsistence farms will improve the employment rate in rural areas. In general the support for more effective and competitive units will not in itself improve the employment situation in rural areas – more likely the opposite. It can though be argued that support will ensure continued business for farmers that would otherwise have been forced to sell their holding to another farmer or to non-agricultural purposes. Therefore it is recommended to include a few clarifying remarks on these aspects.

	
	It is recommended to revise the indicator table and included indicators measuring the liquidity and/or the investments in machinery, building and land (cf. specific aims in section 3 of the measure sheet). These indicators could be increase in capital investment in the holding compared to 3 previous years (information to be reported by beneficiary), the actual number of hectares of purchased farm land, the area/value of new farm buildings or the number/value of new farm equipment. These indicators would also need to be quantified.

	
	It is recommended that the experiences from the previous implementation is described and taken into consideration if relevant.

	37. 
	Measure I.6. Modernisation of agricultural holdings
	It is recommended to reformulate the objective hierarchy in the following areas: objectives are not presented in a hierarchy manner; the Overall Aim is rather long and divided into two parts and sub-aims and the Operational Aim is not very informative just stating that the Operational Aim is to increase the number of improved farms.

	 
	It is proposed to formulate the overall aim in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to the relevant priority I.2. and the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. For example; “Improve the level of modernisation, technology, and innovation, product quality and marketing of agricultural holdings ”.

	
	It is proposed to reformulate the Specific Aims and include the Nitrate Directive in the Specific Aim rather than in the Overall Aim.

	
	It is proposed to develop the Operational Aim to a more detailed level.

	
	It is proposed to reformulate and clarify the text in activity 4.1.3. which is difficult to understand.

	
	Priority activities are mentioned in section 4.2. (4.2.1., 4.2.2. and 4.2.3.). However, these could with benefit be included into the priority criteria of section 9. Furthermore, the list is not clearly understandable as the included sub-sectors are relatively small (e.g. stock breeding, gardening, berry growing and rape-growing) and the large agricultural sub-sectors as diary, meat and cereal production are not included into this list. Therefore, it needs to be clarified whether only those sub-sectors mentioned in the list are eligible, or how non-listed sub-sectors are prioritised.  

	
	The total volume of investment is stated under output indicators, but would normally be included under the input indicators.

	
	It is proposed also to include and quantify a third result indicator on number of holdings fulfilling the GAEC due to the cross compliance requirements for obtaining support. This will also be a specific result for the objectives of implementation of the Nitrate Directive.

	
	Two impact indicators presented include the “economic growth” (target of 2.3 Million Euro of PPS) and the “labour productivity” (target of 9,400 Euro / AWU). It is not specified what PPS stands for or whether the indicators relate to the supported companies or to the broad primary agricultural sector. However, it will make monitoring and evaluation more clear and easy if indicators relate to supported holdings.

	
	It is proposed to include and quantify a third impact indicator on the implementation of the Nitrate Directive.

	
	It is recommended to include baseline indicators for input, output and results.

	
	The priority activities listed in Section 4.2., include specific sub-sectors, e.g. stock breeding, gardening, berry growing and rape-growing. However, these are not among the major sub-sector. The main agricultural sub-sectors; dairy, meat production and cereal production are not among the listed priority sectors. It is recommended to be considering how this affects the possibilities for co-financing and absorption capacity, and whether this will present a bottleneck.

	
	In general the eligibility and priority are complete and clear. However, criteria do not present a clear priority or distribution of funds between the three listed activities, in 4.1: i.e. support to (1) implementing the nitrate directive, (2) agricultural holdings and (3) processing and sale.

	
	In section 8. Criteria for support, it is stated in 8.8. that support is not given to reduced projects. The concept of reduced project could be defined and the reason not to support them could be explained.

	
	The budget amount of 398.2 Million Euro is to be distributed among the output target of 1,623 projects, equal to 245,000 Euro per project. However, maximum support rate per project is stated to be 200,000 Euro. These figures need to clarify.

	
	The expected utilities of increased GVA and labour productivity seem satisfactory. However regarding the expected “economy growth of PPS”, this needs to be clarified.

	
	It is mentioned that Modernisation of agricultural holdings will support limited-scope projects whereas Processing and marketing of agricultural products will support lager projects. It is recommended to define a specific delineation figure.

	38. 
	Measure I.7. Forestry development 
	In the measure sheet it is stated that the overall aim of the measure is “to ensure a well-balanced development of a competitive private forestry”. Such an overall objective is not found in the global objective hierarchy of section 3.2. It is proposed that the overall aim of the measure is formulated in a wording, which more clearly links it up to the relevant priorities of the entire programme; for example “Improve the level of modernisation, technology innovation and marketing thereby ensuring a well-balanced development of a competitive private forestry”.

	
	In the measure sheet is mentioned three activities. However, based on the actual content of the measure and the text in the Indicator table, section 7 it is proposed to recognise four activities as listed: (1) Forest infrastructure, (2) Tending and thinning of forest, (3) Modernisation of timber processing and (4) Promoting forest owner cooperation. These activities are well justified and consistent with the analysis and objectives in RDP main text, section 3.1.2. and the current situation description.

	
	The objective hierarchy of the measure is complete and includes (1) overall aim, specific aim and operational aim. However, it is proposed to make the operational more concrete and state quantified indicators, particularly for the operational aim: 3.3.1. which covers infrastructure (forest roads, drainage, etc.) and thinnings.

	
	Input indicators are quantified. The output indicators include numbers of projects under each activity, however not the output of these projects, which would be more informative.  

	
	The baseline indicator for the input for the whole measure could be the total annual investments into the area of the measure (infrastructure, thinnings of young forest stands, etc.).

	
	As output indicators 4 different indicators are proposed: Activity 1: length of new of improved forest roads and other infrastructure (drainage and bridges). Activity 2: area of increased value is proposed as indicator. Activity 3: number of modern machinery procured. Activity 4 Size of owners associations (the percentage of forest holdings, which are members of forest owners’ cooperation). The baseline proposed for the four output indicators is the current situation, which easily can be included. 

	
	The result indicators in the table 7 are focusing on the equipment that is acquired. However, this is more like output indicators. Therefore, result indicators have been proposed; i.e. the length of forest roads and drainage canals expected to be established, and the machinery capacity, number of forest logging machines and tools to be procured.

	
	The result indicator for support to forest owners associations is stated to be only 10% percent increase in number of memberships. This figure needs clarification. Supported associations undertake to at least double the number of its members during the project implementation period, which will equal a 100 % increase. This is a more realistic result target, which also might have a positive impact on the forestry sector. A 10 % increase will not provide any difference. 

	
	In section 5.2 it is stated that beneficiaries for Activity 2 (i.e. modernisation of timber processing) are timber-processing micro-enterprises. It is recommended to justify the limitation of group of eligible applicants. It needs to be assessed whether the national capacity of this type of companies is large enough to implement the activities. It could be considered to expand the eligible beneficiaries to include forest owners associations. 

	
	It is recommended to quantify output indicators and relate these to unit costs in order to get a clear assessment of the measure and the realism in the activities, outputs, results and impact. An example is provided in the measure evaluation sheet. 

	
	It is recommended to specify whether the impact indicator relate to the supported forest holdings or to the forestry sector in general. 

	39. 
	Measure I.8. Improvement of rural infrastructure
	Objective hierarchy as presented in section 3 of the measure sheet needs some adjustments even though the general line of thought presented is good. It suggested that the objective hierarchy is moved one level up! The recommendation is exemplified in the note on this measure.

	
	The objectives presented in the objective hierarchy needs to be supported by indicators.  In order to achieve this, more specific indicators needs to be developed: (1) For output indicators the number of projects could be broken down on types of projects using the types of projects presented as operational aims above (labelled activities in the current measure sheet). (2) For result indicators there is a need to include indicators regarding the number hectares of farmland reparcelled in land consolidation projects and the number of hectares wetlands or farm land improved by water management projects.

	
	It is recommended that the experiences from the previous implementation are described somewhat and taken into consideration if relevant.

	40. 
	Measure I.9.

Support for producer groups
	Objective hierarchy is clear and includes an overall aim, specific aims and operational aims. However, it is proposed to formulate the overall aim in a wording so that the measure clearly links it up to the relevant priority I.2. and the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. For example; “Improve the level of modernisation, technology, and innovation, product quality and marketing through support to producer groups”.

	
	The target for GVA is an increase of 10 % for the supported holdings. It is understood that this is an annually increase during the support period. However, this needs to be verified and stated explicitly in the indicator table. 

	
	The impact indicator needs clarification: The impact indicator is the “economic growth” in unit of Euro of PPS. However, it is not stated what PPS stands for. The target is 2.3 million Euro. It is assumed that this growth is for the whole support period and for each of the supported producer groups. This needs to be verified. If the producer group has a turnover of 3.3 million Euro and a growth of 2.3 million reaching at total of 5.6 million at the end of the period (2013) then it equals an average GVA rate of 10%. Still, it has to be verified if this is rightly understood.

	
	A baseline indicator for impact is included in the indicator table. This is economic development in the primary sector, stating a figure of 936.4 million Euro. It needs to be clarified how this relates to the impact indicator. It would be more useful to include a baseline indicator covering the specific area of the measure.

	41. 
	Measure I.10

Processing and marketing
	Objective hierarchy is clear and includes an overall aim, specific aims and operational aims. However, it is proposed to formulate the overall aim in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to the relevant priority I.2. and the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. For example; “Improve the level of modernisation, technology, and innovation, product quality and marketing of the agricultural processing sector”.

	
	Three different result indicators are included. However, the first indicator is listing supported companies according whether they are making new products or applying new manufacturing methods or whether they are redeploying production or new manufacturing methods. The reason and function of this result indicator is not clear and need to be reconsidered. Anyway, probably it is more correct to include this as an output indicator. 

	
	It needs to be specified whether the two impact indicators “economic growth” in unit of Euro and the “labour productivity” are related to the supported companies or to the food processing industry.

	
	The impact indicators still need to be quantified.

	
	A baseline indicator on impact is included, but baseline indicators still need to be presented and quantified for input, output and results.

	
	It is recommended to describe specific and relevant lessons learned from previous measures regarding administrative set-up and implementation.

	42. 
	Measure I.11 Quality food schemes
	It is recommended to formulate the overall aim in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to the relevant priority I.2. and the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. For example; “Improve the level of modernisation, technology, and innovation, product quality and marketing through supporting producers’ involvement in food quality schemes”.

	
	The impact indicator included is the “economic growth” in unit of Euro. The target is 2.3 million Euro of PPS. It needs to be stated what PPS stands for, and it needs to be specified whether this indicator target relates to the supported enterprises joining the food quality schemes or to the general Lithuanian economy.

	
	It is recommended to include impact indicators that relate directly to the supported farms or food producers. 

	
	It needs to be clarified how the baseline indicator “economic development in the primary sector”, stating a figure of 936.4 million Euro relates to the impact indicator.

	
	Baseline indicators still need to be presented and quantified for input, output and results. 

	
	It is recommended to assess to what extent a professional company would adjust their production to fit into a food quality scheme based on a support rate of 2,000 – 3,000 Euro over a period of 5 years (up to 600 Euro / year), and whether those companies that see an advantages from joining a quality scheme would probably do this also without 600 Euro / year. 

	43. 
	Measure II.1.

Agri-environment

General 
	At the beginning of each scheme a short and precise aim or objective is stated. This is appreciated. A minor note: sometimes the word is “aim”, sometimes it is “objective”. One of these could be chosen.

	Measure II.1.

Agri-environment

General
	For scheme 4.3. Organic Farming it is noted that animal welfare is not mentioned anywhere, in the objective, in the justification or elsewhere. However, this is normally an important feature of organic farming and the branding among producers. It is recommended to include this aspect of organic farming into the scheme.

	
	For scheme 5. Soil liming, part of the objective is stated to be to improve the biochemical properties of soil. However, the type or speed of biochemical processes in the soil is not suitable as an objective. Instead it could be the productivity of the soil or its suitability for specific vegetation or a specific utilisation.

	
	It is recommended to complete the quantification of indicators. Input and output indicators are quantified. In some cases results indicators are quantified, but no impact indicators are quantified. In one case the impact baseline indicator is quantified.

	
	A general recommendation for the impact baseline indicators presented: These need to be identical to the impact indicators. Only the quantification would be different showing respectively the current situation and the expected situation in 2013.

	
	Baseline indicators are still needs to be included for input, output and result indicators.

	
	In general, the result indicators need to be defined more clearly, as well as stating the measuring unit, which are to be utilised. In most cases result indicators are not defined so that they are readily to be used for monitoring and evaluation. Unfortunately, result indicators of table 5 of the RDP main text only provides little help in choosing result indicators, as these resemble very much output indicators.

	
	In general the impact indicators are unclear and vague defined. The impact indicators are not defined in a way so that they are ready for monitoring and evaluation. It is recommended to consult with the proposed impact indicators in table 6 of the RDP main text. These indictors are rather clear and detailed, though still not complete.

	
	It is recommended to utilise the concept of Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions (GAEC) as one of the impact indicators (with the unit in ha) for each of the schemes, except for the Rare Breeds Scheme.

	44. 
	Agri-environment Scheme 1 Shore belts
	Result indicators are improvement in the quality of surface water (pct.) and erosion reduction (pct.).It is recommended to present definitions of water quality and erosion in this context and define the measuring units. 

	
	Impact indicators for this scheme are general concepts such as “Improvement of the quality of water and soil “ and “preservation of biodiversity and landscape”. These are not operational indicators as a minimum the measuring unit need to be presented.

	
	It is recommended to deleted “Reduction of climate change” as impact indicator as the impact from establishing shore belt to the climate change is difficult to establish.

	45. 
	Agri-environment 

Indicators

Scheme 3 

Organic farming
	It is recommended to present a more specific justification of the ambitious organic farming scheme. Output indicators target are 6,000 farmers and target area under this farming system is target 240,000 ha. This target is very ambitious and will result in an increase from 2.7 % of declared UAA to 9 %, i.e. more than tri-doubling the area.

	
	The 9 % is rightly a result indicator in the measure sheet. However, in the table 6 of the RDP main text the 9 % is proposed as impact indicator. It is recommended to keep the 9 % as result indicator. Another result indicator is number of organic products launched. This could also be reformulated to the amount of organic products, i.e. the value of organic products produced.

	46. 
	Agri-environment 

Indicators 

Scheme 4 

Rare Breeds 
	The result indicator is the increase in number rare animals and domestic birds preserved with a target of 10 %. However, this means that the result indicator is the same as the output indicator, just expressed in percent.

	
	The impact indicator is stated to be preservation of rare breeds, resembling the output and the result indicator. An actual impact of the scheme needs to be presented. 

	
	For this scheme the baseline indicator is quantified, stating a baseline figure of 4,391 rare animals and birds under preservation. However, the baseline figure and the output target of 7,000 animals do not fit with the result indicator of 10 %. These figures need to be verified.

	
	Eligibility criteria are related to the 11 local breeds listed in the section “Justification of the Scheme”. This list and the describing text could be moved to the actual section on “Specific eligibility criteria to obtain support”. This section is otherwise empty. In the section on “what the applicant shall”, it is stated to follow the requirements for animal welfare and animal registration. However, it could be specified what requirements that are in mind, i.e. title of regulation or law.

	47. 
	Agri-environment 

Indicators 

Scheme 5 

Soil liming 
	Output indicator states “2,000 thousand” projects supported and 175,000 ha lime treated area. However, the correct figure for number of projects is probably 2,000 and not 2,000 thousand.

	
	The result indicator states a decrease in area of acidic soils with a target of a 25 % decrease, probably relating to national level figures. If 175,000 ha equals to a decrease of 25 %, then the baseline value for the result indicator would be 700,000 ha of acidic soils. This figure needs to be verified.

	48. 
	Agri-environment 

Indicators 

Scheme 6

Water status
	Additional output indicators need to be presented and quantified as current output indicator only includes 100 projects, and no area target is presented. The result indicator needs to be quantified. 



	
	It is recommended to remove the baseline indicator for impact on climate change. 

	49. 
	Agri-environment 

Lessons learned 


	It is recommended to describe more detailed the specific lessons learned from the comprehensive experiences collected in the area of agri-environment in the former RDP (2004-2006) regarding administrative set-up and implementation. 

	
	It is recommended to assess whether the availability of sufficient numbers of qualified experts on the agri-environment topics, probably particular on organic farming could be a bottleneck for the implementation of the coming RDP 2007-2013. Carefully planning and mobilisation of additional experts for overcoming this problem might be necessary.

	50. 
	Agri-environment 

Eligibility criteria 

General


	The general criteria are well placed and logical. However, the criteria 7.5. requires cross compliance to Good Farming Practice. It is proposed to modify or expand this criterion to include cross compliance to the “Good Agricultural and Environment Condition (GAEC) as this is a priority on EU level.

	51. 
	Agri-environment 

Eligibility criteria

Shore belts
	Criteria are logic and supportive to the scheme. However, the criteria 3, that all surface water of a farm must be covered by the action may not be relevant for all farms and might be stopping relevant activities. The criteria need re-consideration.

	52. 
	Agri-environment 

Eligibility criteria

Landscape stewardship
	For the third activity of the scheme fighting an invasive plant (Heracleum sosnovsky), it is recommended to select alternatives to the proposed spraying of herbicides. Currently, it is included as one of the parts of the obligatory management to spray the plant with herbicides. Is such a requirement not an overreaction? Other measures e.g. burning, icing or digging-up could be considered.

	53. 
	Measure II.2. 

Afforestation
	It is recommended to re-formulate the objective hierarchy. The objective hierarchy is complete, as there are overall, specific and operational aims. But the objective hierarchy is not very clear, partly due to the multiple objectives and benefits related to the afforestation, partly because there is not an increasing degree of details and concrete targets going from the overall aim towards the operational aim.

	
	It is proposed that the overall aim of the measure is formulated in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to priority 2 of axis 2 of the objective hierarchy of the entire programme; for example “Mitigating climate change (carbon sequestration) as well as improving local environment and provide job creation through afforestation of abandoned agricultural land”.  

	
	It is recommended to adjust the measure sheet into 4 activities. The measure include four activities; afforestation on three different types of land (agricultural land, non-agricultural land and abandoned agricultural land) and establishment of short-rotation coppice plantations (production of raw material for bio-energy). However, the section “5 Beneficiaries”, lists only 3 activities and section 7 “Specific eligibility criteria” gives descriptions for activities 1 and 3, but does not inform which of these is valid for activity 2 and a possible activity 4. 

	
	It s recommended to complete the quantification of indicators on outputs, results, impact and baseline indicators. 

	
	It is recommended to reconsider choice of baseline indicators. Some indicators (water gross nutrient balance and areas at risk of soil erosion) would be difficult to quantify. It is recommended only to keep two or three of each of the baseline and impact indicators and then quantify these selected ones. As the measure is named Afforestation the indicators could be:  “annual timber volume growth” and “tree species composition in the areas under support”. These indicators are easy to measure and monitor before, during and after the programme.

	
	It is recommended to reconsider “increased biodiversity” as baseline and impact indicator. It is in general not easy to quantify biodiversity. Furthermore, most abandoned agricultural areas will after some years be overgrown with a self-re-generated mix of pioneer tree species (birch, aspen, conifers and sorbus) and shrubs. It might be difficult to assess whether a plantation of a two-species mix of e.g. oak and pine or spruce and birch would contribute to improved biodiversity. 

	
	It is recommended to clarify the result indicator that states that some 50 % of abandoned land is to be afforested. This does not fit into the output targets and the current situation description stating that 500,000-600,000 ha land is abandoned. The result target of 5 % is probably more realistic?

	
	It is recommended to modify the result indicator stating a 3 % increase in the national forest area. This target is taken from the Lithuania Forest Increase Programme 2003-2020, i.e. this increase will probably not materialise in 2013, but only in year 2020.

	
	It is recommended to change the result indicator “Change in climate” with a more operational indicator of “amount of CO2 sequestration”. It is doubted that even a very successful afforestation programme will have an effect on Lithuanian climate. However, a result indicator regarding the amount of CO2 sequestration due to the afforestation programme (including the coppice plantations for bio-energy purpose) would be well placed and is relatively easy to calculate based on the wood production.

	
	It is recommended to consider - in specific areas - the alternative and cheaper solution of keeping the self-regenerated vegetation and thin it into the desired forest tree composition. For many areas, which have been abandoned and overgrown for several years, this alternative solution can be a cheaper solution. Considering the very large amount of abandoned areas this alternative could be analysed.

	
	It is recommended to clearly delineate the borders of the various forest-sector measures so that beneficiaries for the same activity only receive support from one measure.

	54. 
	Measure II.3.

Ecological and recreational value of forests
	The measure addresses general problems and objectives of the programme, but only to a limited extent the objectives of climate change mitigation. It is recommended that climate change mitigation better is included in the measure sheet.

	
	It is recommended that the objective hierarchy of the measure is adjusted and made more clear and that targets are quantified

	
	Natural disaster in forests may be many and very different, and it is recommended to either specify the type disaster or to focus on problems with fire.



	
	The definition of eligible applicants is not consistent through out the measure. In the operational aim it is stated that the aim is to “providing support to forest owners and governors”. However, in section 5 Beneficiaries, only Forest governors are mentioned. Furthermore, it is not clear what a “forest governor” is. It is assumed that a forest governor is a private as well as public forest owner. It is recommended to align the terminology

	
	The measure is closely related to a number of other measures: Measures I.7. (Forest development), II.2 (Afforestation), II.4 (Forest environment payments) and II.5. (Support for Natura 200 territories).  It is recommended to clearly delineate the borders of the above measures so that beneficiaries for the same activity only receive support from one measure.  

	55. 
	Measure II.4. Forestry environment payment
	The objective hierarchy is complete in the meaning that overall, specific and operational aims are formulated. However, the objective hierarchy is not very clear, as there is not an increasing degree of details and concrete targets going from the overall aim towards the operational aim. The overall aim states “Giving financial incentives to private owners to follow forestry activities that are more acceptable... “. However, it cannot be an overall aim to provide incentives. Instead the overall aim could for example be to “Maintain high quality biodiversity in forest habitats”. It is recommended to consider this

	
	Furthermore, it is recommended to quantify all targets/indicators of possible

	
	It is recommended to assess the earlier experiences in relation to support rates and land owners interest to participate in the measure activities.

	56. 
	Measure II.5. Natura 2000 Payments
	It is recommended that an actual objective hierarchy is established where (1) the overall aim of the measure is formulated in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to the priority 3 of the Axis 2 of the objective hierarchy of the entire programme, (2) there is an increasing degree of detailing from overall objective down to operational objective and (3) that each of the targets/objectives are quantified. A proposal for the Overall aim is “Preservation of biodiversity and water and development of high value and traditional agrarian areas through fulfilment of Natural 2000 Directives. A proposal for a Specific Aim could be “Maintenance and restoration of favourable conservation status of Natura 2000 designated habitats”.

	
	The indicators/targets are not quantified, but area-wise this would be relatively easy to assess based on the lists of Natura 2000 areas.

	57. 
	Measure II.6. Less Favourable Areas
	Activity of measure II.6. is to provide funding to farmers living in LFA. However, activities are not specified in the measure sheet. From the indicator table (Table 5) and section 7, Rate and differentiation of support, it is seen that both LFA and HUA (highly unfavourable areas) are specified. These could be specified as two activities. The concept, background and quantity of HUA are missing in the RDP main text and in the introduction section of the measure sheet.

	
	Indicators are included for baseline (of impact). These indicators are correctly taken from table 6 of the Impact indicators at axis level. However, the indicators are focusing on biodiversity (bird populations and high nature value of useful agricultural areas and forest). According to the SWOT and the measure description biodiversity is not the focus of the measure, though it is to be taken into account. Therefore it is recommended that the indicators at axis and priority level be modified (e.g. expanded) to relate to the expected impact focusing on viable rural communities. The baseline indicator is not quantified in the measure sheet.

	58. 
	Measure III.1. Creation and development of micro-enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities
	The current situation description in the RDP with relevance for this measure is well described and it outlines development trends and problems in a systematic way. Comparing these sections to the information provided in the measure it looks like that additional information related to  ‘diversification of the non-agricultural activity’ could be enhanced to a large degree. At the moment the focus is only on the micro-enterprises. It is therefore suggested to enhance the measure sheet with additional information on diversification of activities/alternative income generation in Lithuanian rural areas by making use of the information already outlined in the description of the current situation.

	
	Furthermore, the low number of SMEs is not mentioned in table 1 that sums up upon the main challenges within rural Lithuania. Is that a mistake? It is though suggested to add this into the table, as it is obvious that Lithuania, compared to EU-25, is lacking behind in this area.

	
	It is proposed that the overall aim of the measure is formulated in a wording similar to the relevant operational objective at the axis level, or vice versa so that the measure clearly links up to the objective hierarchy of the entire programme.

	
	It is recommended that the terminology be harmonized e.g. by using overall, specific and operational aims. Looking at the content of the measure objective hierarchy it seems again that most of the focus is on micro-enterprises. This is especially the case at the operational level where non-agricultural activities are not mentioned.

	
	The activity list could also be improved and prolonged – it is not clear what kind of activities that will be eligible under this measure beside ‘creating and developing’ micro-enterprises. However, according to the list of indicators the following activities are expected to be supported: retail, craft, tourism, and renewable energy. These activities need to be mentioned under point 4 ‘activities and sectors’ as well.

	
	The input and the output indicators are ok. However there seem to be an overlap between results and impacts indicators e.g. job created and employment rate. It is recommended that this is considered once more

	59. 
	Measure III.2. Encouragement of Rural Tourism Services
	It is recommended that the objective hierarchy is re-formulated so that the Operational Aim is contributing to the fulfilment the Specific Aim, which again is contributing to fulfilment of the Overall Aim

	
	Indicators are included for baseline (of impact), and is stating “Tourism infrastructure in rural areas”. This indicator is correctly taken from the RDP main text, table 8, Impact indicators of axis II.  However, it is recommended that an additional baseline indicator for impact is included, e.g. rural job creation as this is one of the main focuses of the measure.

	60. 
	Measure III.3. Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage; development of crafts
	It is recommended that the objective hierarchy be re-formulated so that the Operational Aim is contributing to the fulfilment the Specific Aim, which again is contributing to fulfilment of the Overall Aim. The current formulations at the three levels are in content very much the same. Furthermore, it is recommended that the overall aim of the measure be formulated in a wording relevant to the priority at the axis level, so that the measure clearly links up to the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. A proposal for such Overall Aim could be: “Creation of alternative jobs and income sources through invigorating and fostering traditional craft”. Furthermore, the objectives (aims) are not quantified.

	61. 
	Measure III.4. Village renewal
	It is recommended to fine-tune the objective hierarchy of the measure making sure that it link up to the entire RDP

	
	No activities are identified. However, a division into activities may later ease administration and monitoring. It is therefore proposed to identify four activities. Three of them could be similar to the three sub-aims already listed as Operational Sub-aims, which however, all are related to (1) buildings, (2) heritage objects and (3) infrastructure. In section 2, ”Description of the measure”, two other types of activities are mentioned; “raising environment awareness” and “studies and investments related to cultural heritage”. Therefore, a fourth activity could be “Awareness raising and documentation on cultural heritage and identity”. 

	
	Two indicators are included for baseline (for impact): “Migration balance” and “economy growth”. Only the first one is quantified. It is recommended that the indicator for impact (rural job creation) also be included as baseline impact indicator. This is not quantified.

	
	The impact indicators include increase in the attractiveness of rural residential environmental with a target of 30 %. However, it s not clear how this attractiveness is supposed to be defined or measured. If no specific definition of attractiveness is available, it is proposed to omit this indicator. The number of new jobs created is also included as an impact indicator (1,600 jobs), and divided into job creation in relation to gender and age. In addition, the two baseline indicators on impact (migration and economy growth) could also be included as impact indicators.

	62. 
	Leader
	The objective hierarchy for the three leader measures ‘implementation of local development strategies’, ‘inter-territorial and trans-national co-operation’ and support for running the LAGs, acquiring of skills and animating the inhabitants of LAGs territories’ could with advantages be strengthen. It is suggested that for each of the measure the link between the mentioned aims (corresponding to overall objective) and the activities are enhanced by introducing a specific aim of the measure.

	
	The number or creation of job is mentioned both as a result and an impact indicator for ‘implantation of local strategies’ and ‘cooperation projects’. Is that correctly? In the opinion of the ex ante evaluator it cannot be both. It is recommended to list it as result indicator for the measure on ‘implementation of local strategies’ whereas it is an impact indicator for ‘cooperation project’. Furthermore, would it be possible to defined additional results indictors for the measure on implementing local strategies? It could for instance be: types of activities supported under the implemented measures within the strategies.

	
	It would be appreciated if more baseline data could be provided for the quantified targets/indicators. 



	
	It is suggested that lessons learned is also considered once the MoA and the Paying Agency begins drafting the guidelines for developing a LAGs and Local development strategies taking into considerations the pitfalls identified under the current measure.

	
	It is however recommended to include a section under measure 6.3 ‘support for running the LAGs, acquiring the skills and animating the inhabitants of LAGs territories’ identifying the minimum requirements for the content of a local development strategy. This has been discussed with the MoA before and a suggestion has been provided to the MoA in March this year.

	
	The selection of the local strategies will be based on a point system. The selection criteria applied related to the local development strategy. According to the draft Leader Guideline it is suggested that specific national criteria are added if it is considered useful. Would that be the case in Lithuania?

	
	The measure is closely related to a number of other measures under axis 3 and will probably also support indirectly the objectives under the other axes. A section outlining the links to the other measure could with advantages be included in this measure sheet, as it has been done for others.


2. Introduction

The introductory chapter of the ex ante evaluation report includes the following themes:

· The purpose of this report

· The structure of this report

· The main sources of evidence and information on which it is based

· Evaluations, audits, studies, or reports of similar interventions used

2.1 The purpose of the report

The formal objective is presented in the box below.

Box 1: Formal objectives for the ex ante evaluation

As stipulated by Article 85 of EC Regulation 1698/2005,

Ex ante evaluation shall form part of drawing up each rural development programme and aim to optimise the allocation of budgetary resources and improve programming quality. It shall identify and appraise:

- the medium and long term needs;

- the goals to be achieved

- the results expected;

- the quantified targets particularly in terms of impact in relation to the baseline situation;

- the Community value-added; the extent to which the Community’s priorities have been taken into account;

- the lessons drawn from previous programming;

- the quality of the procedures for implementation, monitoring, evaluation and financial management
The programming logic behind the EC regulation 1698/2005 as well as all supporting guidelines and instructions prepared by the EC Commission, can be illustrated as in the figure below. This figure is well known to the MoA. This Programming logic has been elaborated and improved over the years however the basis logic is the same and is well known by the ministerial staff from the preparation of the SAPARD programme in the pre-accession period and the later preparations of the Single Programming Documents 2004-2006 as well as the Rural Development Programme 2004-2006. The logic is inserted below as an illustration of the basic steps to take and the elements to include in the RDP.
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Figure 1: Programming logic

The figure underlines the sequential logic and the issues to cover during the programming process. In the following we will assess, as a part of the ex ante evaluation, to what degree the present draft RDP does comply with the requirements of the programming logic. 

The ex ante evaluation has been carried out as an iterative process between the MoA and the ex ante evaluation team started in August 2005. The ex ante evaluators have been in close dialogue with MoA and several missions, meetings, workshops, day-to-day assistance and training sessions have been accomplished as well as notes, presentations etc. have been prepared in order to enhance and strengthen the programming process of the National Strategy as well as of the RDP 2007 – 2013.

2.2 Structure of the report

The report is structured in line with the ex ante evaluation guidelines. Chapter 3 assessing the RDP analysis of the current situation, the SWOT analysis and the ranking of needs and disparities follows the introductory chapter. Chapter 4 contains an assessment of the objectives of the programme, while chapter 5 evaluates the individual measures selected under the RDP. Chapter 6 addresses the expected positive and negative impacts of the RDP and chapter 7 covers the question of added value of the intervention. Chapter 8 tries to answer the evaluation questions related to cost-effectiveness of the programme. Chapter 9 covers the administrative set-up including the monitoring and evaluation system and the rural network is evaluated in chapter 10. Chapter 11 outlines the consultation process with the stakeholder and chapter 12 is intended to the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). 
In Annex 1 a number of axes specific measure notes have been attached and annex 2 includes the SEA.

It should be emphasised that this summery report might not cover all the very detailed information pointed out in the attached notes. It is therefore recommended that the axis/measure responsible staff at MoA address the relevant notes, if deemed relevant. 

2.3 Main sources of evidence and information

This evaluation has been based on an English version of the Rural Development Programme 2007 – 2013 dated 12th of October 2006. 

The RDP is compliant with the Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 of 20th September 2005 on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) (below referred to as CR 1698 or simply the regulation) and Council Decision 2006/144/EC of 20 February 2006 on Community Strategic Guidelines for rural development (programming period 2007 to 2013) (below referred to as CD 144).

The ex ante evaluation is based on the Rural Development 2007-2013 Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (CMEF) including the Draft Guidelines for Ex ante Evaluation here after referred to as the ex ante guidelines.

Furthermore the evaluation is based on numerous reports, studies, evaluations etc. carried out of the consultants and otherwise taken into consideration in our assessment of the presented documents. Furthermore we have checked statistical information in the draft RDP with Agricultural Census and national statistics of Lithuania, from where we also have collected additional data in order to compare data in the RDP and to put the RDP in perspective, if relevant. 

Finally, the ex ante evaluation is drawing on parallel ex ante evaluations in other countries as well as experiences from our ex ante evaluations of 2000-2006 programmes, basically following the same procedures and demand to the content of the evaluation.

3. Assessment of the problems the draft programme is expected to tackle 

3.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to answer a range of sub questions included in the ex ante evaluation guidelines. All sub questions refer to the overall evaluation question: which problems is the RDP supposed to address. 

The sub questions are the following:

· What are the problems, risks and needs in Lithuania in terms of social, economic and environmental criteria? 

· What are the driving forces, strength and opportunities in the programme area concerned, de facto Lithuania

· What are the causes of disparities identified?

· What are the concrete target groups and what are their needs?

· Which problems will not be addressed by the implementation of the programme?
The analysis of the current situation is included in the RDP as chapter 3 and it will form the basis for the evaluation with references to the specific issues covered in the analysis

3.2 The analysis of the current situation

The analysis of the current situation is similar to the one presented in the NS which has been commented on by the ex ante evaluator. The current description is based on the context indicators defined by the Commission and outlines the status of rural Lithuania for selected sectors. The description is kept just below 30 pages and manages to find a balance between to detailed information on the one hand and outlining the main development trends on the other hand. This fits very well to the requirement in the Guidelines for the NS. This is very much appreciated by the ex ante evaluator. 

Comparing the current text with the EC Guidelines annex 2 on context indicators of the NS it is the opinion of the ex ante evaluator that all horizontal indicators are described providing information on e.g. age structure, long-term unemployment, educational attainment etc. However, the total land area, total population and the GDP of Lithuania are not given in the text and could be included. Currently only an indication of the increase of the GDP is provided (p 5).

Quantification of targets is carried out with the use of the lead baseline indicators as required by the EC Guidance Template, Annex 2 supplemented with Lithuanian specific indicators, and comparisons to e.g. EU-10 or EU-25 are to a great extent done, making the description informative and also useful.

Comments to some of the specific sections in chapter 3 are provided below outlining suggestions for improvements. 

Performance of the agricultural sector, food sector and forestry

Farm structure and competitiveness (page 6- 8)

The part of the section describing the structure of agricultural holdings is well argued and development trends are identified together with current challenges. We do find this description fully appropriate and appreciate the baseline data applied. If possible it could be considered benchmarking some of the baseline data to EU-25 e.g. in average farm size.

An issue, which with advantage could be enhanced, is the issue of competitiveness of Lithuanian agricultural holdings. The concept of competitiveness as such has not been defined neither in the NS nor in the RDP, and it could therefore be suggested to include and use an adequate definition of competitiveness. This would make the effort formulating the objectives of the programme more precise. Currently competitiveness is assessed as a function of human potential - defined as age - and by income data from Farming Accountancy Data Network (2004) showing that young farmers below 40 years tend to generate an income being 14 pct. higher per ha than farms run by farmers above 55 years. This is very useful and does to some extent provide information on the competitiveness. Thus in order to enhance it even more it could be considered including data on the development in relative market shares. 

As an example relevant for all sectors we can refer to the following questions: Is the Lithuanian share of the national market for dairy products increasing relatively over the years? If yes, the competitiveness is increasing, and the next question is: What has caused the increase? Higher labour productivity, higher total factor productivity? Or other causes? The answers to these questions help us to pinpoint the strengths (and weaknesses) of the Lithuanian dairy sector.  

Forestry (p.14 –16)

The current situation with relevance for the forest development measure is well described in the section 3.1.2. “Performance of the agricultural, food sector and forestry” and a number of key problems are identified, which is appreciated. The ex ante evaluator would however suggest that the section it enhanced in relation to a few issues. Lack of forest roads and the low level of mechanisation are identified as weaknesses for Lithuanian forestry. Relevant indicators could with advantages be included in the text, e.g. the number of forest logging and timber processing vehicles per ha and the total length of the forest roads per ha. The urgency of the identified weaknesses would be clearer if EU-15 or EU-25 benchmarks were included as well. The very fragmented forest ownership structure (average size of forest holding of 4.6 ha) is identified as a main problem leading to several problems in terms of sub-optimal management and productivity. An indication of this weakness could be made through figures of the percentage of the private forest area not under management of skilled forestry personnel and be compared to EU-15 or EU-25 data. Furthermore, lack of timely forest silvicultural operations is also an identified problem. Data on the area, or the percentage, of young and medium aged forest stands that are regularly thinned - or that are in needs of thinning could be considered included as well.  

The current situation for the measure ‘Forestry environment payment’ is described in the current situation, but the problem is not quantified and not descried with benchmarks. The issue is also described in the measure introduction, though the needs are not quantified. 

Environment and land management

The section is assessed being very informative and outlines the main development trends within environment and land management. Therefore only a few recommendations are stated. These are:

· If possible, it is recommended to include the hectare of private afforested land. Currently only the number for state afforestation is mentioned.

· Considering the large budget allocation for the agri-environmental measure more descriptions on current status would be expected, particularly regarding organic farming. The area under this farming system is targeted to be tripled during the RDP period 2007-2013 and this scheme will utilise more than half of the funding allocated for the Agri-environment measure.

Rural economy and quality of life

The section is in general very informative and well written, the comments are therefore minor, but still assessed being relevant in order to improve the description even more. The section could with advantages be improved if the following are considered:

· The low number of SMEs is not mentioned in table 1 that sums up upon the main challenges within rural Lithuania. Is that a mistake? It is though suggested to add this into the table, as it is obvious that Lithuania, compared to EU-25, is lacking behind in this area. 

· Benchmark data for EU-25 or EU-15 could be provided more often e.g. on rural population demography, rural employment and rural public infrastructure in order to put the problems and weaknesses in to perspective.

Leader

The measure sheet is very detailed in terms of explaining experiences and status on the Leader+ type measure e.g. describing the measures chosen in the local development strategies. The evaluator finds that very useful and informative and it could be considered to include this information in chapter 3 as well. The problems identified in chapter 3 are well integrated in table 1 on challenges. 

3.3 Assessment of the programme-related SWOT analysis 

According to the programming logic and the EC regulation 1698/2005, the analysis of the current situation must to be reflected in a SWOT-analysis. In the current draft a table (page 28) accumulating the main challenges and a SWOT (table 2 p. 31) identifying the internal Strengths and Weaknesses as well as external Opportunities and Threats of rural Lithuania have been included. The SWOT-analysis is the first step towards defining the strategy and the objectives of the RDP. In the current version a SWOT has been included in terms of a long list followed by a section that reflects upon how the identifies Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats can be turned into possible strategies ensuring that strengths are utilized and weaknesses eliminated in order to take advantage of the external opportunities and to meet the threats. The ex ante evaluator welcomes this way of integrating the SWOT-analysis into the RDP. The current version manages to draw on the SWOT as a strategy-building tool linking the description of the current situation with the chapter 3.2 on Strategy choice.

In relation to the proposed SWOT-analysis, it is nevertheless recommended that the following measure specific issues be taken into considerations:

· First of all, the coherence between the description of the current situation and the SWOT-analysis and vice versa needs to be double-checked e.g. the low number of SME’s is not explicitly mentioned in the SWOT analysis as a weakness. In order to ensure a clear link from the current situation, to the SWOT and to the strategic part and subsequently to the measure, it is recommended that this is included in the SWOT analysis.

· Vocational training: The link to Current Situation and SWOT from the measure sheet is rather indirect. It would strengthen the clarity if lines were drawn explicitly from the SWOT to the introduction of the measure. 
· Support for improvement of rural infrastructure: The link from the measure sheet to the current situation and the SWOT is rather indirect. It would strengthen the measure sheet if this link is addressed more explicitly, i.e. what weaknesses and opportunities are targeted by this measure.
· The measure ‘Support for increasing ecological and recreational value of forests and restoration of damaged forest’ includes a mixture different aims: increased ecological value of forests, improved recreational value of forests, restoration of forests damaged by natural disasters and prevention of forest fires. The aims are interlinked as recreational activities often take place in the ecological valuable forest areas and that forest fires often are caused by tourists. The topics are briefly described in section 3.1.2. Among the tree topics, data are presented on forest fires (on average more than 350 ha of forest are damaged annually due to more than 750 forest fires of which 70 pct. are lit by tourists. Data and a more explicit description of the two other issues could be included in the current situation and in section 1 and 2 of the measure sheet. The topics of the measure are very briefly included into the SWOT and could with advantages be integrated better. 

· Regarding the Leader approach, it is suggested that the problems outlined in table 1 are repeated in the SWOT analysis as weaknesses in order to cover all aspect of the listed problems within rural communities. Currently, only one bullet under weaknesses refers to this. 

3.4 Disparities and regional differences

The disparities or main challenges are listed in table 1 and it is clearly indicated at page 5 that the RDP covers the entire territory of Lithuania. If any regional priorities are to be provided this is expected done through the adoption of selection criteria for the specific measures. 

The urban/rural dichotomy or difference has been described in section 3.1.4. on ‘Rural economy and quality of life’. This kind of information is considered very useful and informative as it underlines the need for supporting the rural areas in Lithuania not only with investment measures but also in terms of building up human capacities and rural institutions. In order to enhance this even more it could be considered to add information on how the distribution of projects under the previous programme has been at the regional level in order to identify power centers in Lithuania (the region of Kaunas as an example), being important in terms of rural and regional development. The ex ante evaluator is aware of an analysis conduced in 2005 on the regional distribution of the SAPARD projects. Information from this analysis could be included into the RDP, if deemed relevant.

4. Assessment of the consistency of the Rural Development Plan and the objectives that the draft programme is expected to achieve 

· What is the overall policy objective in terms of expected impacts?

· What are the general, specific and operational objectives and expected results?

· Which baseline and impact indicators are proposed for measuring the draft? 

· How far do programme objectives match with those defined under the National Strategy Plan?
· Which baseline and impact indicators are proposed for measuring the draft programmes success and are they applied in a meaningful manner?
The chapter provides an indicative evaluation of the objectives and expected results/impacts of the programme. The detailed expected results are described at the level of individual measures presented in chapter 5. Therefore, the results are in this chapter only discussed only at the level of quantified programme objectives (targets). 

4.1 What are the general (overall), specific and operational objectives and expected results and impacts?

The Programme objectives and priorities are derived from the objectives outlined in the NS and are presented graphically in the Chapter 3.2 ‘The strategy chosen to meet strengths and weaknesses’ and additionally substantiated in the remaining parts of the chapter.

The objectives are structured in the following hierarchical order:

(1) Global objective

(2) Axis 

(3) Objectives 

(4) Priorities 

This is graphically illustrated in figure 1 p. 37 and is followed by a description of horizontal and vertical priorities before each axis is described in details

Comments and recommendations

A solid objective hierarchy is characterised by having a clear link from the overall level down to the operational level. The links in the current one are to a great extent clear, but in order to make it more evident it is recommended that the ‘priorities’ be viewed as ‘specific objective’ as it would make the connection from the global objective through the overall objectives down to the priorities more explicit. 

Therefore, it seems as the most obvious way to go ahead to rename the ‘priorities’ to ‘priorities/specific objectives’ and to explicitly state that the chosen measures are the operational objectives at the programme level. This is illustrated in a revised version of figure 1 on the next page.
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The link between the programme objectives and the SWOT analysis is well described and justified, whereas the link from the measure sheet to the programme objective hierarchy with advantages could be improved for several of the measures. This is dealt with in the next chapter.

4.2 Which baseline and impact indicators are proposed for measuring the effect of the draft RDP? (Quantified objectives at programme level)

Baseline data, results as well as impacts indicators have been defined and quantified for each of the four axes at the programme level. The indicators are based on the working paper from the Commission on ‘Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework’. 

Baseline data has been identified for a great deal of the results and impacts indicators and the same can be said in relation to the quantification. It would - of course if possible - be recommendable that baseline data is identified for the remaining indicators. This does however depend on data availability. The evaluator is aware that a lot of effort already has been put into this exercise and the recommendation is therefore to ensure collection of baseline data in the future making it possible to assess and quantify future tasks

As mentioned, targets are defined for all indicators and most of them are quantified. It is strongly recommended that all targets be tried quantified, also if no baseline data is identified. If it is not possible to quantify the targets then a qualitatively quantification would be acceptable. This could for instance be in relation to the ‘soft’ measures like vocational training or to acquisition of skills. The evaluator is aware that is it difficult to quantify in numbers how e.g. participants acquire new working methods or techniques due to training. But it is still a target and could therefore with advantages be quantified in words.

4.3. Consistency with the NS and Community priorities & with long-term objectives of agricultural policy in Lithuania

The objectives and priorities of the RDP are derived from the NS for 2007 - 2013. The NS is in compliance with the Common Strategic Guidelines for rural development and with the Lithuanian National Strategic Framework. The consistency between these three documents is therefore evaluated as adequate.

The strategic vision for Lithuanian rural areas is in the Lithuanian National Strategic Framework and the Single Programming Document for 2004 -2006 formulated as ‘reaching a social and economic development level of some of the older EU member states by 2015’.  

The vision of the Lithuanian rural development for 2013 is spelt out in the NS to:

(1) Improve the competitiveness of agriculture and forestry by supporting restructuring, development and innovation.

(2) Improve the environment and landscape by supporting environmentally friendly methods of land management.

(3) Improve the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging the diversification of economic activities.
We find the provisions set in the RDP in full compliance with the long-term agricultural policy objectives in Lithuania. Furthermore, the RDP is tackling at least one more policy field, namely (i) regional development, what we appreciate. 
5. Assessment of the measures proposed – including expected impacts

· What lessons and evidence have been taken into account in designing the draft programme?

· Which measures will be applied to in the view of achieving the programme’s objectives?

· What is the intervention logic of each applied measure?

· Which is the baseline (needs and objective) for the intervention envisaged?

· What is the balance among the measures applied in view of objectives pursued?

5.1 Lessons learned 

The RDP contains a chapter on lessons learned outlining, which measures that were implemented in the previous and ongoing programmes (SAPARD 2000 - 2004, RDP 2004 – 2006 and SPD 2004 - 2006) and the results hereof in terms of number of projects, types of projects, job created, average project cost etc. This is considered being useful and valuable information when designing the new RDP 2007 – 2013. This said it would be interesting if lessons learned and best practices could be extracted from e.g. the midterm evaluation of the SAPARD programme and other analysis that has been carried out relating to the three previous or ongoing programmes. It is the assessment of the ex ante evaluator that this type of information would improve the current RDP if used.

Another type of useful lessons learned – which at the moment is not integrated in the RDP - would be reflections on cost-effectiveness answering the question: Would it be possible to achieve the same results for less money? An example from Denmark illustrates this point cf. the box below.

The income compensation period for afforestation of agricultural land has been reduced from 20 to 10 years implying a 50-pct reduction in compensation payment without having any important impact on the number of applications received. Consequently, the cost-effectiveness has been improved without challenging the attractiveness of the measure for the applicants. Apparently, the measure was designed too generously leading to a substantial dead weight in the compensations paid. 

The question is if similar kind of lessons learned can be withdrawn in Lithuania? If this is the case, effort could with advantages be put into identifying and formulating this type of lessons learned and - just as important - feed into the design of the relevant measures.

In general, it is recommended to assess the potential sources of lessons learned from the present and previous programme in order to improve the design of the 2007 – 2013 RDP. An analysis could with advantage look into the following issues:

· Effectiveness and cost-effectiveness - the experiences from the individual measures could be used as input to enhance the quantification of targets at measure level.

· Financial uptake – can the financial uptake be improved by adjusting e.g. eligibility and selection criteria (if applications are expected to be larger in financial volume than the funds allocated)? 

· Administrative procedures – is there a need for simplification of procedures and for adjustments of required documentations etc.? Some lessons learned have already been integrated in relation to the afforestation and Leader measures.  

· Collection of results and impacts information (monitoring and evaluation system) - is there a need for adjusting the current monitoring and evaluation system?
An important task of the ex ante evaluation has been to assess whether lessons learned have been considered and integrated in the submitted draft measure sheets. The conclusions from selected measures are presented below.

Vocational training

No lessons learned from previous programmes/measures have explicitly been taken into account. In the RDP, the vocational training measures of the previous programmes are highlighted at being rather successful in terms of uptake and output.

Rendering of consultation services to entities in the agricultural and forestry sector

No lessons learned from previous programmes/measures have explicitly been taken into account. There has in the previous RDP 2004 - 2006 been no individual measure focused on consultation services. It can however be argued that this to some extent has been covered by the vocational training measure. The choice of giving more emphasis to consultation services could be the result of previous experiences even though this is not mentioned. 

Setting up young farmers

A few lessons from previous activities are mentioned in the measure sheet, e.g. the number of credit guarantees issued to young farmers in the previous years. The more detailed lessons arising from implantation of the SAPARD programme and the 2004-2006 RDP are not presented. If any lessons of relevance for this measure have been learned during this period this should be mentioned in the measure sheet.   

Early retirement

A few lessons from previous activities are mentioned in the measure sheet, e.g. the number of applications submitted for the early retirement measure under the previous RDP. These figures are not reflected upon however; they demonstrate the level of interest in the measure in 2004 – 2006 and hereby give an indication of the level to be expected in the coming programme period. It is recommended that the experiences from the previous implementation is described and taken into consideration if relevant.
Semi-subsistence
No lessons from previous activities are mentioned in the measure sheet, e.g. the number of applications submitted for the Semi-subsistence in the 2004-2006 period. It is recommended that experiences from the previous implementation is described and taken into consideration if relevant.
Modernisation of agricultural holding
Support to modernisation of agricultural holdings has been included in the SAPARD programme as well as in the SPD (2004-2006). For the SAPARD, this measure had the largest budget allocated of 68.2 mill. € with 99 pct. of budget contracted to only 25 pct. of planned number of applications; i.e. average project size became larger than expected with an amount of 152,000 €. For the SPD the allocated budget was 71 mill. €, i.e. clearly the largest measure in the SPD, but had anyway only funds to support less than half of the applications. The number of contracts signed was 501 covering 92 pct. of total allocated budget, i.e. 66 mill. € equal to a average project size of = 131,740 €; 6 pct. of the received applications have been completed and show to have created or retained 543 + 297 job. However, in the reports from SPD experiences there are stated both 940 jobs (543+397) and 840 jobs (543+297). This needs clarification. Based on the conservative figure and the assumption that the 33 completed projects out of the 501 signed contracts has a equal average size as the total number of applications then the average project has produced 1 job per 5,176 € of public funds allocated (131,740 € x 33 projects/840 jobs). This is considered being a satisfactory result as the average price for job creation is estimated to be 6000 € in Lithuania.
Forest development

From SAPARD and the RDP 2004-2006 lessons have been learned regarding afforestation measures. Only very few projects and very few funds from the allocated budget was utilised due to a minimum of applications and low interest from forest owners. This was related partly to difficult application procedures, partly to that other types of support were more popular. In addition landowners were awaiting the development of other EU funding support facilities. Based on the experiences the application procedure was simplified and thee-part contracts were introduced. 

Improvement of rural infrastructure

A few overall lessons from previous activities are mentioned in the measure sheet, i.e. regarding the previous land consolidation activities. However, these are not reflected upon. It is recommended that the experiences from the previous implementation are described somewhat and taken into consideration if relevant.
Producer groups

No measures have previously been implemented to support establishment of user groups, and according to the baseline data in the indicator table, section 7, no producer groups yet exist in Lithuania to extract experiences from.

Processing and marketing

Support to processing of agricultural products has been included in the SAPARD as well as in the SPD. For SAPARD, this measure had a contracting value of 67 mill €, which was 10 pct higher than the originally allocated budget. For the SPD the allocated budget was 30 mill € and already during the period 2004-2005 applications were received covering 107 pct of the allocated budget. No projects were completed at the end of 2005. The SAPARD programme has provided support to 8 pct of the milk processing and 13 pct. meat processing industries. Based on the successful SAPARD support it has been planned not to provide further support to slaughterhouses. No reporting on number of jobs created due to the measures of the two programmes is presented. However, in the SPD it is expected that the allocated support of 30 MEUR will result in 1,797 jobs created or retained, equal to 16,694 € per job. Overall average support rate of the SPD measure for supporting food processing industries was nearly 800,000 € per project for the period 2004-2005.

Food quality

No measures have previously been implemented to support the producers’ involvement in food quality schemes.

Agri-environment
A measure supporting agri-environment activities is included in the RDP 2004-2006 having a financial spending rather large with 23.3 MEUR out of a budget available of 35.2 MEUR equal to a spending of 66 pct. The amount of 23.3 MEUR was distributed to 2,225 projects covering 63,164 ha corresponding to 10,427 € and 28 ha per project. Four sub-measures were included Organic farming, Landscape stewardship scheme, Shore belts and Rare breeds. Lessons were learned regarding applicants having difficulties in filling applications and providing documents. It was also experienced that applicants did not take into account the result of spot checks. A special experience was the lack of newest information (this is understood to be technical and professional information in the area of the measure activities) as well as lack of qualified consultants in topics of the measure. The major part of the measure projects (76 pct) and of the spend budget (67pct) were for organic farming, and the next largest was shore belts using 33 pct of budget. For organic farming particular, 14,984,000 € was distributed to 1,028 applications covering 42,054 ha. This means 14,576 € and 40.1 ha per application and 356 €/ha. It is trusted that these experiences are included into programme preparation and planning though this is not explicit stated. This is easy recognisable regarding the expected (target) average area per farmer of 40 ha (240,000 ha and 6,000 farmers). However, the funding per farmer has increased very much to 48,685 € per farmer (292 MEUR/6,000 farmers). The background and justification for the increase needs to be presented. The figures need to be verified. The landscape stewardship scheme in the RDP (2004-2006) covered 1.033 ha based on a support amount of 127,700 € (123 €/ha). The results of the scheme for protection shore belts report that the scheme covered 68 ha using an amount of 7.5 MEUR. It is not clear how this figure should be understood, as it equals to more than 100,000 €/ha. Probably the unit of ha is not a suitable unit for the activity. Maybe instead it should be length of shore belts.

Afforestation

From SAPARD as well as from RDP 2004-2006 lessons have been learned regarding afforestation measures. Only very few projects and very few funds from the allocated budget were utilised due to a minimum of applications and low interest from forest owners. The same barriers as mentioned above for Forest development was identified for this measure and the application procedure was simplified and three-part contracts were introduced as well. Due to the development in Lithuania it is also believed that landowners now are more ready to take part in afforestation programmes. It is, however, recommended to assess the earlier experiences in relation to support rates and land owners interest to participate in the measure activities.

Support for increasing ecological and recreational value of forests and restoration of damaged forest

The previous programmes: SAPARD, RDP 2004-2006 and SPD have included activities on ecological value, recreation and forestry. It is believed that the lessons learned from these programmes are adequately included into the current RDP for 2007-2013, though this is not described in the RDP main text and the measure sheet.  

Forestry environment payment

This is a new measure under the rural development programme and no lessons learned explicitly related to this measure, can be identified. This said, it is recommended that experiences from the previous forestry measures be considered in relation to application procedures, payment rates etc.

Natura 2000 payments

No earlier programmes have specifically included Natura 2000 payments. However, LFA and - Agri-environmental payments are well-known measures and it is trusted that these experiences have been included in the current programming. 
Less Favoured Areas

A similar measure “Less favoured areas and areas with environmental restrictions” was included in the 2004-2006 RDP. This was the most popular measure, and in year 2005 it reached nearly 1 mill ha supporting around 110,000 applicants, i.e. each farmer received support for about 9 ha and with a required amount of total 55 mill € equal to about 55 €/ ha. It seems that these experiences are utilised very directly when setting output targets for the current measure, i.e. future interest from farmers may be higher. No experiences are presented on results or impacts. It seems as HUA is a new concept and it is not stated on which experiences this is introduced. The support rate for HUA is 33 pct. higher than for LUA.  

Creation and development of micro- enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities
The creation and development of micro-enterprises is a new measure in Lithuania and therefore no lessons learned can be taken into account.  Comparable measures to ‘the diversification measure’ were implemented in SAPARD and in the ongoing SPD. None of the experiences seems to have been taken into account when designing the measure. It is suggested to make use of any experiences – good or bad – from those programmes e.g. in terms of administrative procedures, size of projects, eligibility and selection criteria etc.  From section 3.2.8 it appears that 60 tourism projects were planned implemented in the SPD 2004 – 2006, however until end 2005 only 32 contracts were signed out of 118 applications. Can anything be done in the future programme in order to avoid ending up in the same situation? Is it due to slow evaluation procedures or are the applications of a low quality? The same can be said in relation ‘to creation of jobs’. Has experiences from SAPARD and SPD been taken into account when quantifying the target for number of jobs in the 2007- 2013 RDP?

Encouragement of Rural Tourism Services

Similar measures were included in SAPARD (Measure 3: Development and diversification of economic activities providing for multiple activities and alternative income”) and the SPD 2004-2006 (Measure 4: Promoting adaptation and development of rural areas). These measures were quite popular and this has resulted in a decision to increase the budget allocation for the new measure. Under SAPARD only 6 pct of the planned applications were received 93 pct. of the allocated budget (9.4 mill €, i.e. 1.56 mill € per project) resulting in construction of 17 rural tourism “steadings”, 202 resting points and 62 non-traditional agricultural production premises, and resulted in 772 new jobs, i.e. 12,176 € per job created. For the measure 4 in the SPD 118 applications were received under the activity “Rural Tourism and crafts”. By end 2005 there were signed 32 contracts for a total amount of 8.8 mill € equal to 275,000 € per project. It is trusted that the lessons learned from previous programmes are utilised for planning the current measure. This is probably also the background for the detailed output indicators as well as the detailed description of specific eligible criteria for support and the eligible expenditures. However, for the current measure it is estimated that 1,270 new jobs will be created based on the public investment of 80,940,000 €. This equals to 63,732 € per job, which is a much larger amount than the SAPARD experience of 12,176 € per new job. This indicates that the measure could be more cost-effective cf. below.

Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage; development of crafts

No measures specifically on the current topic have been included in previous programmes. 

However, measures for diversification of rural economy cf. above have been implemented and it is recommended that theses lessons learned be taken into account designing this measure. For instance, it is estimated (if the not-translated sentence is correctly understood) that 100 new jobs will be created based on the public investment of 2.9 MEUR. This equals to 29,000 € per job, which is 3 times larger than the SAPARD experience of 12,176 € per new job. Maybe some lessons learned could be gained and utilised in this relation.
Village renewal

The SAPARD programme did include the measure “Improvement of rural infrastructure”. Experiences from this measure were that project applications were smaller in size than expected with an average about 110,000 €. Though not specified, it is trusted that relevant experiences are included in the planning of the current measure – otherwise it is recommended that this is considered.

Leader

Lessons learned have been taken into account designing the Leader Approach e.g. on the administrative set up and the implementation procedures. Experiences from the Leader+ type measure have been incorporated regarding application and monitoring procedures. In addition hereto it is suggested that lessons learned is also considered once the MoA and the Paying Agency begins drafting the guidelines for developing a LAGs and Local development strategies taking into considerations the pitfalls identified under the current measure. One thing to consider is the kind of assistance that is needed for the LAGs when drafting the strategies; ‘what were the common problems with the rejected strategies and can these problems be solved in the future due to e.g. better information and support to the LAGs?’

5.2 Selected measures 

The selected measures under the RDP are one by one, axis by axis evaluated in this section of the evaluation report. The assessment is based on the description of the measures in the RDP, see also annex.

Axis I

Vocational training

Justification

The measure does indeed address the stated programme objectives. The correspondence between measure objectives and programme objectives is satisfactory. The major message is that an improved level of skills and knowledge is needed in the agricultural and forestry sectors (primary and processing), and training and dissemination activities are the way to target this. The argumentation is rather short however; the lengthier argumentation in section 4.1 makes up for this. In sum, it is satisfactory. 

The objective hierarchy needs some modification. Currently the objective hierarchy is presented via an overall aim (3.1), specific aims (3.2) and objectives (3.3). Furthermore expected impacts are presented in section 2. The aims and objectives are not linked in hierarchical manner. For an example of an adequate objective hierarchy see section 5.3 below. It would improve the measure sheet considerably if the objective hierarchy is made clear a long the same lines as the indicator table in section 8 of the measure sheet. In principle, the indicator table includes an appropriate objective hierarchy, which could be used in section 3 of the measure sheet. The link to the entire programme hierarchy is not made explicit in the measure sheet, however, in terms of actual content, the link is present and sections 3.2.2 and 4.1 of the RDP explain the link of the measure and the overall objectives of the programme further. No need to address this further.

Indicators, targets and quantification

Indicators are developed for the measure (output, result and impact) and provide for an adequate monitoring of the measure. The objectives are not quantified however; the indicator table in section 8 of the measure sheet includes examples of quantified targets. These should be transferred to the section with aims and objectives in order to keep the logic of the measure sheet structure. The indicator table suggests adequate indicators and the targets related to each indicator. It is not clear whether the targets relate to the entire programme period. Once again it is recommended that the objective hierarchy are improved and that the quantified targets in the indicator table are applied. Perhaps additional quantification will be necessary.

Internal coherence

It is emphasised that this measure in principle links to all other measures given the fact that the training improvement of qualifications of farmers, employees and employers in the sector can contribute to improved utilisation of support via innovative practices and compliance with environmental, animal welfare and labour safety requirements. In other words, this aspect is described satisfactorily.

Rendering of consultation services to entities in the agricultural and forestry sector

Justification

The measure sheet does address the stated programme objectives. The correspondence between measure objectives and programme objectives is satisfactory. The main problem addressed is that many farmers lack the basic knowledge and practical skills to follow the standards and requirements of hygiene and animal welfare and to implement the Good Agricultural and Environmental Practice (GAEC). This is in line with arguments presented in the RDP chapters 3 and 4. The objective hierarchy is satisfactory and is presented by overall aim (3.1), specific aims (3.2) and operational aims (3.3). The aims and objectives are linked in hierarchical manner. The objectives presented in the objective hierarchy are not quantified. However, the indicator table in section 8 of the measure sheet includes quantified targets. These will be addressed below. The link to the entire programme hierarchy is not made explicit in the measure sheet, however, in terms of actual content the link is there. No need to address this further.

Indicators, targets and quantification

Indicators are developed for the measure (output, result and impact) and provide for an overall monitoring of the measure. It is recommended to consider including a few additional indicators (see below). As mentioned above, the objectives listed are not quantified. However, the indicator table suggests adequate indicators and the targets related to each indicator. It is not clear whether the targets relate to the entire programme period. The target of the result indicator is an increase in gross value added by 1 pct. for supported holdings. It will be extremely difficult to isolate the impact of consultancy services compared to the impact of other drivers such as general economic growth increased access to EU markets etc. which are likely to be of importance during the programme period. Instead the target could be related to the share of farmers in compliance with GAEC and other environmental and animal welfare requirements as well as share of farmers adopting the promoted accounting methods

Internal coherence

It is mentioned that this measure shall contribute to improving the implementation of other measures in the RDP and the selection criteria of the measure support this aim. It could be emphasised even further that this measure is a key measure for helping the implementation of GAEC in Lithuanian rural areas. GAEC and the cross compliance requirements is a key feature of the regulation 1698/2005 and should be given optimal attention.

Setting up young farmers

Justification

The measure sheet addresses the stated programme objectives, and the correspondence between measure objectives and programme objectives is satisfactory. The main problem tackled is that young farmers need capital in order to establish farms feasible to produce and compete on the Lithuanian and the international markets. This is in line with arguments presented in the RDP chapters 3 and 4. The objective hierarchy as presented in section 3 of the measure sheet is not entirely satisfactory. The operational aim does not qualify as an operational aim. This should be operational and suggest very clearly what should be the immediate aims of the support such as ‘provide investment support for 1800 young farmers’. Furthermore, the objectives presented in the objective hierarchy are not quantified. However, the indicator table in section 8 of the measure sheet includes quantified targets. Furthermore, the indicator table includes an objective hierarchy that can be used for improving the objective hierarchy presented in section 3. The link to the entire programme hierarchy is not made explicit in the measure sheet; however, the good description of the logic behind supporting young farmers and the descriptions in section 3.2 of the RDP explains the link of the measure and the overall objectives of the programme to a satisfactory extent. No need to address this further.

Indicators, targets, quantification

Indicators are developed for the measure (output, result and impact) and provide for an overall monitoring of the measure. The indicators are listed as targets, which is somewhat confusing and should be re-labelled (or what???), however, it is the assessment that the indicators will provide for an adequate overall monitoring of the implementation of the measure. As mentioned above, the objectives listed in section 3 of the measure sheet are not quantified. However, the indicator table suggest a series of targets related to each indicator. It is not clear whether the targets relate to the entire programme period, but the evaluator assumes this. It can be difficult to isolate the impact of consultancy services compared to the impact of other measures aiming at increasing the gross value added in agricultural holdings.

Internal coherence

The measure sheet presents the relations with a series of other measures and briefly lines out how the measure is linked to other measures. There seems to be good consistency between the measures. The presentation is assessed to be adequate.

Early retirement from commercial farming

Justification

The measure sheet does address the stated programme objectives and the correspondence between measure objectives and programme objectives is satisfactory. The argumentation of the measure is in line with the analysis of the Current Situation in the RDP. Main problems to be addressed are the inadequate farm and age structure in Lithuanian rural areas.  This said, the objective hierarchy as presented in section 3 of the measure sheet is not satisfactory. The following should be considered

· The first overall aim - “Making farms larger to improve the demographic situation” – appears questionable. Making farms larger does not in it self improve the demographic situation, i.e. the migration from rural areas to cities. Should be clarified.

· The second overall aim – “Ensuring a certain income level for elderly farmers…” – is more appropriate as a specific aim

· The first specific aim – “seeking that farms of 9.9 ha in average are released” - is not understood. Should it say below 9.9 ha in average? Or is the aim to achieve a general average size of 9.9 ha. Furthermore, seeking is not an appropriate formulation for specific objective. A specific aim could for example be formulated: Supporting transfer of 35.000 ha increasing the average farm size to 9.9 ha before 2013.

· The second specific aim should also be reformulated. A suggestion could be: Release of 5 pct. of agricultural land for non-agricultural purposes. Furthermore, the reason for aiming at releasing land for non-agricultural purposes should be made clear.   

The objectives presented in the objective hierarchy are partly quantified. However, the indicator table in section 8 of the measure sheet takes this quantification somewhat further. A combination of the objectives in section 3 and the targets in the indicator table in section 6 could constitute an improved objective hierarchy. The indicator table and the quantification will be further addressed below. The link to the entire programme hierarchy is not made explicit in the measure sheet. However, the good description of the logic behind supporting early retirement and the descriptions in section 3.2 of the RDP explains the link of the measure and the overall objectives of the programme to a satisfactory extent. No need to address this further.

Indicators, targets quantification

Output, result and impact indicators are developed and provide for an overall monitoring of the measure. The evaluator has the following comments to the indicator table:

· The result indicator includes a target saying “27 pct per 1 ha”. This is not understood. A gross value added of 27 pct per transferred ha seems unrealistic. 

· Average farms size and Area of land released for non-agricultural purposes should be included as indicators – cf. aims in section 3 of the measure sheet.

· The input indicator mentions a budget different from the budget mentioned in section 9 of the measure sheet

As mentioned above, the objectives listed are not entirely quantified. However, the indicator table suggest targets related to each indicator and these can supplement the lack of quantification in section 3. It should be demonstrated that the aim to increase gross value added and labour productivity to a certain level is a common programme objective for several measures.

Internal coherence

The measure sheet states that the measure is linked to the measures Modernisation of agricultural holdings and Setting up of young farmers. The link is briefly described and there seems to be good consistency between the measures.

Support for semi subsistence farms

Justification

The measure sheet does clearly address the stated programme objectives and there is correspondence between measure objectives and programme objectives. The presentation of measure objectives and the rationale behind the support is in line with the analysis of the Current Situation in the RDP.  The main problem to be addressed by the measure is the lack of capital for investment in semi-substance farms aiming at being competitive on the future market.  The objective hierarchy as presented is indeed satisfactory and the objectives are clear and hierarchically linked. One minor comment regards the general description of the measure (section 2 in the measure sheet) stating that the support for semi-subsistence farms will improve the employment rate in rural areas. In general the support for more effective and competitive units will not in itself improve the employment situation in rural areas – more likely the opposite. It can though be argued that support will ensure continued business for farmers that would otherwise have been forced to sell their holding to another farmer or to non-agricultural purposes. In order to make clear this issue the statement should be supported by a few remarks on these aspects. The objectives presented in the objective hierarchy are not quantified. However, the indicator table in section 8 of the measure sheet includes quantified targets related to the suggested indicators. Finally, the link to the entire programme hierarchy is not made explicit in the measure sheet. As mentioned above the description of the measure and rationale behind it demonstrates that the measure and the overall objectives of the programme are corresponding.

Indicators, targets, quantification

Indicators are developed for the measure (output, result and impact) and provide for an overall monitoring of the measure. The evaluator has the following comment to the indicator table: It would improve the indicator table if indicators measuring the liquidity and/or the investments in machinery, building and land were included (cf. specific aims in section 3 of the measure sheet). This could be increase in capital investment in the holding compared to 3 previous years (information to be reported by beneficiary), the actual number of hectares of purchased farm land, the area/value of new farm buildings or the number/value of new farm equipment. As mentioned above, the objectives listed in section 3 of the measure sheet are not quantified, but the indicator table suggest targets related to each indicator and these can supplement the lack of quantification in section 3. If further indicators are included these should also be quantified.

Internal coherence

The measure sheet states that the measure is linked to a series of other measures. Furthermore section 12 on Sanctions states that if a farmer enters the Early retirement scheme while receiving payments under this measure, the payments from this measure shall be stopped immediately and the money received shall be returned. In general, links to other measures is adequately described and there seems to be good consistency between the measures.
Modernisation of agricultural holdings

Justification

The measure does certainly address the programme objectives of Axis I and the argumentation of the measure is detailed and consistent with analysis and objectives and is satisfactory. An objective hierarchy is presented and includes an overall aim, specific aims and operational aims. However, objectives are not presented in a hierarchy manner; the overall Aim is rather long and divided into two parts and sub-aims and the operational aim is not very informative just stating that the operational aim is to increase the number of improved farms. It is therefore proposed to formulate the overall aim in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to the relevant priority I.2 and the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. For example; “Improve the level of modernisation, technology, and innovation, product quality and marketing of agricultural holdings”. Furthermore, it is proposed to reformulate the specific aims including the Nitrate Directive here rather than in the overall aim.  Finally, it is proposed to develop the operational aim to a more detailed level such as 

Three activities are described (1) Compliance with Nitrate Directive and newly EU standards, (2) Investment into agricultural holdings and (3) processing and preparation for sale. The text could with advantages be reformulated and clarified. Priority activities are mentioned in section 4.2 and could with benefit be included into the section on priority criteria. Furthermore, the priority list is not clear as the included sub-sectors are relatively small (e.g. stock breeding, gardening, berry growing and rape-growing) and the large agricultural sub-sectors as diary, meat and cereal production are not included into this list. Therefore, it needs to be clarified whether only those sub-sectors mentioned in the list are eligible, or how non-listed sub-sectors are prioritised.  

Indicators, targets, quantification

Input, output, result and impact indicators are defined and quantified and are assessed being suitable for monitoring and evaluation. The output indicators include the number of farm holdings that are expected to receive support (target of 1623). These are distributed according to type of agricultural sub-sector. The total volume of investment is also stated under output indicators, but would normally be included under the input indicators. Two result indicators are included; 1) increased GVA of supported holdings (target of 63 pct.) and 2) number of holdings introducing new products and or techniques (target of 150). The target of GVA increase of 63 pct. is understood to be a result for the total period (2007-2013), equal to an annual increase of 7 pct. This is probably realistic as for example the economic growth rate in Lithuania has been on 6.7 pct. during the period 2000-2004. These two results indicators are both relevant, and the GAV indicator arrives from the proposed result indicators in the global hierarchy linking the measure to the entire RDP objective hierarchy for Axis I. It is proposed also to include and quantify a third result indicator on number of holdings fulfilling the GAEC due to the cross compliance requirements for obtaining support. This will also be a specific result for the objectives of implementation of the Nitrate Directive. Two impact indicators presented include the “economic growth” (target of 2.3 MEUR of PPS) and the “labour productivity” (target of 9,400 €/AWU). It is not specified what PPS stands for (we expect it to be probability proportional to size (pps) sampling) or whether the indicators relate to the supported companies or to the broad primary agricultural sector. However, it will make monitoring and evaluation more clear and easy if indicators relate to supported holdings. It is proposed to include and quantify a third impact indicator on the implementation of the Nitrate Directive. Two baseline indicators for impact are included. One is the labour productivity in the agricultural sector stating a baseline value of 4,086 €/AWU, the other one is Gross fixed capital formation in agriculture with an indicator of 950 MEUR. The indicators are suitable for monitoring and evaluation. A proposal for a modified indicator table is shown in the note to this measure in annex.

Internal coherence

The measure is assessed to be in consistency with other measures within and between the axes. It is mentioned in section 13 that Modernisation of agricultural holdings will support limited-scope projects whereas Processing and marketing of agricultural products will support lager projects. A specific figure needs to be defined in order to distinguish between limited scope and larger projects.

Forest development

Justification

The measure is addressing the global programme objective of Axis I “to develop modern and competitive agricultural, food and forestry sectors” focusing on the priorities 2 “Improve the level of modernisation, technology and innovation, product quality and marketing”. Naturally not all parts of the priority are addressed in this measure e.g. product quality. The measure is also addressing activities of infrastructure (forest roads, drainage and bridges), which is the mentioned in priority 1 of Axis 1: “Improving the structure of farms and forest holdings and related infrastructure”. It is stated that the overall aim of the measure is “to ensure a well-balanced development of a competitive private forestry”. Such an overall objective is not found in the programme objective hierarchy of section 3.2. It is proposed that the overall aim of the measure is formulated in a wording linking clearly to the relevant priorities of the entire programme; for example “Improve the level of modernisation, technology innovation and marketing thereby ensuring a well-balanced development of a competitive private forestry”.

Three activities are mentioned but based on the actual content of the measure and the text in the indicator table, it is proposed to recognise four activities as listed: 

1. Forest infrastructure 

2. Tending and thinning of forest 

3. Modernisation of timber processing 

4. Promoting forest owner cooperation.

These activities are well justified and consistent with the analysis and objectives in RDP main text, section 3.1.2. and the current situation description.

Indicators, targets and quantification

Indicators are included for baseline, input, output, results and impact, but formulated in rather general terms. Not all of the indicators have been quantified and baseline data are missing for some as well. A proposal for partly a new format, partly for indicators is presented below. 

	Measure indicators

	Input indicators
	Output indicators

Operational objectives
	Result indicators

Specific objectives
	Impact indicators

Overall objectives

	Amount of public expenditure realised (total versus from the EAFRD).

(19.5 MEUR vs. 14.62 MEUR).


	Length of new forest roads or improved forest roads, xxx km.

Area of forest with increased value, xxx ha (Two activities above: total 40 projects).

Number of modern forest logging, processing and transport machinery procured (54 projects)

Capacity and size of 14 forest owner’s associations increased wit 10 pct.


	Increased accessibility of forest, km/ha 

(transportation time of timber unto paved road, xxx minutes/m3).

Increased annual wood production / ha.

Increased capacity of forest harvesting operation (logging, processing transport), xxx m3/hour. 

Improved forest management and timber trade (productivity: m3/ha, timber price €/m3. 
	Labour productivity increase (15,580  €/AWU basic prices) 

Gross fixed capital formation in forestry 

(xx MEUR).



	Baseline indicators (situation before project start)

	Current annual investments in the area of the measure: 

xx MEUR

Total investment amount (39.00 MEUR)
	Length of forest roads, xxx km.

Area of forest with good value forest, xxx ha.

Level of forest mechanisation: number of logging, processing and transport machines in forestry.   

Number of forest associations and total members.
	Current road intensity km/ha

Annual wood production per ha.

Current logging, processing, transport productivity: m3/hour 

Forest management and timber trade (productivity: m3/ha, timber price €/m3.
	Labour productivity in forestry (9,740  €/AWU basic prices).

Gross fixed capital formation in forestry 

(13.872 MEUR


Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to a number of other measures: Afforestation, Ecological and recreational value of forest and restoration of damaged forest and Forest environment payments. The measures are expected to support each other and to provide synergy for the total Lithuanian forestry sector. Of particular importance for this measure is the measure for Improvement of rural infrastructure with its activity on land consolidation aiming at increasing average land parcel size. This is expected to have synergy and important influence on the result and impact of the current measure.

Improvement of rural infrastructure

Justification

The measure sheet does clearly address the stated programme objectives and the correspondence between measure objectives and programme objectives is satisfactory. Nevertheless, the link could be made more explicit. The presentation of measure objectives and the rationale behind the support is in line with the analysis of the Current Situation in the RDP. Main problems to be addressed are the insufficient water management in some areas and the need for further land consolidation. The objective hierarchy could with advantages be adjusted even though the general line of thought presented is good. It is suggested that the objective hierarchy is moved one level up! The recommendation is exemplified here:

Overall aims

- To improve the conditions of life and work for rural residents;


- To provide proper conditions for economic and social development.


Specific aims

Agricultural water management: 

- To improve the technical condition of general access melioration engineering infrastructure in rural residential areas and on field, to boost the ecological properties of the environment;

- To preserve and develop the ecological value of agricultural water resources.

According to a land consolidation plan prepared for a certain territory:

- To form farms’ rational land holdings and improve their structure;

- To create the territorial basis for improvement of the infrastructure;

- To creating the territorial basis for implementation other goals and tasks of the agricultural and rural development as well as environment protection policy.

Operational aims

Agricultural water management
- Reconstruction of drainage systems and their hydro technical constructions; 

- Reconstruction of hydro technical constructions in artificial water bodies; 

- Renovation of polders.

Land consolidation

- Organisation, preparation and implementation of land consolidation projects;

- Legal registration of newly formed land parcels.

The objectives presented in the objective hierarchy in the measure sheet (and the proposed objective hierarchy above) are not quantified. This quantification needs be carried out. 

Indicators, targets, quantified

The indicator table in section 7 (output, result and impact indicators) provides an overall framework for monitoring of the measure. It is recommended to include further indicators using the objective hierarchy outlined above. Indicators need to support the objectives presented in the objective hierarchy. In order to achieve this, more specific indicators could with advantages be developed: 

· For output indicators the number of projects should be broken down on types of projects using the types of projects presented as operational aims above (labelled activities in the current measure sheet)

· For result indicators there is a need to include indicators regarding the number hectares of farmland reparcelled in land consolidation projects and the number of hectares wetlands or farm land improved by water management projects. 

The objectives listed in section 3 of the measure sheet are not quantified. However, the indicator table in section 7 of the measure sheet suggests a few targets related to each indicator. Further targets related to the new indicators proposed above should supplement these targets.
Support for producer groups

Justification

The measure sheet addresses the programme objectives of Axis I sufficiently and the argumentation of the measure is consistent with the analysis and objectives. The objective hierarchy is clear and includes an overall aim, specific aims and operational aims. However, it is proposed to formulate the overall aim in a wording linking the measure clearly to the relevant priority I.2. and the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. For example; “Improve the level of modernisation, technology, and innovation, product quality and marketing through support to producer groups”. The objectives presented in the objective hierarchy are not quantified, but the indicator table of the measure sheet includes quantified targets. These will be addressed below.

Indicators, targets, quantification

Input, output, result and impact indicators are defined and quantified. The output target is to establish 21 producer groups. These are distributed into 5 field crop groups, 5 livestock groups and 11 mixed groups. The output target turnover of established producer groups is 75 MEUR equally to 3.3 mill. € per producer group. The result indicator is the GVA for the supported holdings. This indicator arrives from the proposed indicators of the global hierarchy linking the measure to the entire RDP objective hierarchy. The target for GVA is an increase of 10 pct. for the supported holdings. It is understood that this is an annually increase during the support period. This needs to be verified and stated explicitly in the indicator table. The impact indicator is “economic growth” in unit of € of PPS. It is thus not stated what PPS stands for. The target is 2.3 MEUR. It is assumed that this growth is for the whole support period and for each of the supported producer groups. This needs to be verified. If the producer group has a turnover of 3.3 MEUR and a growth of 2.3 million reaching at total of 5.6 million at the end of the period (2013), then it equals an average GVA rate of 10 pct. Still, it has to be verified if this is rightly understood. If the growth of 2.3 MEUR relates to all 21 producer groups, i.e. to the total measure budget of 3.09 million € for the whole programme period, then the “growth” is less than the investment. Labour productivity is also included as impact indicator, stating a figure of 9,400 €/AWU. A baseline indicator for impact is included. This is economic development in the primary sector, stating a figure of 936.4 MEUR It needs to be clarified how this relates to the impact indicator. It would be more useful to include a baseline indicator covering the specific area of the measure. A proposal for a modified indicator table is shown in the note for this measure, see annex.

Internal coherence

Section 13 of the measure lists other measures linking to the current one. Modernisation of agricultural holdings is mentioned. Synergies between the two measures are expected as producer groups improve marketing and sale of agricultural products from modernised agricultural holdings.

Processing, marketing of agricultural products and development of new agricultural products

Justification

The measure addresses certainly the programme objectives of Axis I and the argumentation of the measure is detailed and consistent with analysis and objectives. The objective hierarchy is clear and includes an overall aim, specific aims and operational aims. It is thus proposed to formulate the overall aim in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to the relevant priority I.2. and the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. For example; “Improve the level of modernisation, technology, and innovation, product quality and marketing of the agricultural processing sector”. The objectives presented in the objective hierarchy are not quantified. However, the indicator table in section 7 of the measure sheet includes quantified targets. 

Indicators, targets, quantification

Indicators are developed for the measure (input, output, result and impact) and have been quantified, except impact indicators. The output indicator includes the number of enterprises participating in the measure with a target of 172 enterprises. These are distributed according to size and according to sector and type of activity. Three different result indicators are included whereas the first indicator is listing supported companies according whether they are making new products or applying new manufacturing methods or whether they are redeploying production or new manufacturing methods. The reason and function of this result indicator is not clear. And probably it is more correct to include this as an output indicator. The two other result indicators are 1) increased GVA among supported companies with a target of 5 pct and 2) increased volumes of breeding and export of pedigree livestock with a target of 10 pct. These two results indicators are both relevant, and the GVA indicator arrives from the proposed indicators in the global hierarchy linking the measure to the entire RDP objective hierarchy. It is not specified if the two impact indicators 1) “economic growth” 2) “labour productivity” relates to the supported companies, though this will make monitoring and evaluation more clear and easy. However because the measure is rather large with a budget allocation of 171 million € it could also be related to the specific food processing industry as for the baseline indicator mentioned just below. The impact indicators still need to be quantified whereas the baseline indicator here fore is included being ‘labour productivity in the food industry stating a baseline value of 8,800 €/AWU’. 

Internal coherence

The measure is assessed to be in consistency with other measures within and between axes. In section 13 of the measure other measures linking to the current is listed and synergies are described.

Involvement in quality food schemes

Justification

The measure sheet addresses the programme objectives of Axis I sufficiently and the argumentation of the measure is consistent with analysis and objectives. Furthermore, the objective hierarchy is clear and includes an overall aim, specific aims and operational aims. However, it is proposed to formulate the overall aim in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to the relevant priority I.2 and the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. For example; “Improve the level of modernisation, technology, and innovation, product quality and marketing through supporting producers’ involvement in food quality schemes”. The objectives presented in the objective hierarchy are not quantified. However, the indicator table in section 7 of the measure sheet includes quantified targets. 

Indicators, targets, quantification

Input, output, result and impact are defined and quantified. The output indicator includes the number of farms participating in quality schemes and the target is 630. These are distributed into either national or and EU level quality schemes and according to type of agricultural product. This detailing in output target is appreciated. The result indicator included is the value of the agricultural products under recognised quality labels, which are distributed to EU or national recognised schemes and according product type like for the output indicators. This indicator arrives from the proposed indicators of global hierarchy linking the measure to the entire RDP objective hierarchy. The impact indicator included is the “economic growth” in unit of €. The target is 2.3 MEUR of PPS. However, it is not stated what PPS stands for. It is not specified whether this indicator target relates to the supported enterprises joining the food quality schemes or to the general Lithuanian economy. When using indicators that relates to the general economy, it is difficult to distinguish impact due to the measure activities from the general growth that would arise anyway, with or without the measure. It is therefore recommended to include impact indicators that relate directly to the supported farms or food producers. Labour productivity is also included as an impact indicator, stating a figure of 9,400_€/AWU. The same considerations as for the economic growth indicator are also valid for this indicator. A baseline indicator for impact is included. This is economic development in the primary sector, stating a figure of 936.4 MEUR However; it is not sure how this relates to the impact indicator.

Internal coherence 

Section 13 of the measure lists other measures linking to the current one. Modernisation of agricultural holdings is mentioned. Synergies between the two measures are expected as producer groups improve marketing and sale of agricultural products from modernised agricultural holdings. Setting up of producer groups is also linked to the current measure and synergies are expected.  
Axis II

Agri-environment

Justification

The measure addresses certainly the programme objectives of Axis II, and particularly Priority II.1, which this measure belongs to. The argumentation of the other schemes is detailed and consistent with analysis and objectives and is satisfactory. The objective hierarchy is clear and includes an overall aim, specific aims and operational aims structured in a hierarchal manner and with an overall aim linking up to the global objective hierarchy. The objectives presented in the objective hierarchy are not quantified. However, the indicator table in section 6 of the measure sheet includes 6 tables with quantifiable indicators, one for each scheme. The quantification of these indicators will be addressed below. 

Instead of activities, the measure includes six schemes:

4.1. Protection shore belts;

4.2. Landscape stewardship scheme;

4.3. Organic farming scheme;

4.4. Rare Breeds Scheme;

4.5. Soil liming scheme;

4.6. Scheme for improving the status of water bodies at risk.

At the beginning of each scheme a short and precise aim or objective is stated. This is appreciated. A minor note: sometimes the word is “aim”, sometimes it is “objective”. One of these could be chosen. For scheme on ‘Organic Farming’ (scheme 4.3) it is noted that animal welfare is not mentioned anywhere, in the objective, in the justification or elsewhere. However, this is normally an important feature of organic farming and the branding among producers. This aspect of organic farming could be considered to be included in the scheme. For the scheme ‘Soil liming’ (scheme 5), part of the objective is stated to be to improve the biochemical properties of soil. However, the type or speed of biochemical processes in the soil is not suitable as an objective. Instead it could be the productivity of the soil or its suitability for specific vegetation or a specific utilisation.

Indicators, targets, quantification

General comments for all six schemes: 

Indicators are developed for each sub-measure / scheme with input, output, result and impact and baseline indicators in relation to impacts are included as well, but lacks for other indicators. Furthermore, input and output indicators are quantified. In some cases results indicators are quantified, but no impact indicators are quantified. In one case the impact baseline indicator is quantified. A general note for the impact baseline indicators presented: These need to be identical to the impact indicators. Only the quantification would be different showing respectively the current situation and the expected situation in 2013. As for the impact indicators, baseline indicators need to be presented for the input, the output and the result indicators. In general, the result indicators need to be defined more clearly, as well as stating the measuring unit, which are to be utilised. In most cases result indicators are not defined so that they are readily to be used for monitoring and evaluation. Unfortunately, result indicators of table 5 of the RDP main text only provides little help in choosing result indicators, as these resemble very much output indicators. In general the impact indicators are unclear and vague defined. The impact indicators are not defined in a way so that they are ready for monitoring and evaluation. 

It is therefore recommended to consult with the proposed impact indicators in table 6 of the RDP main text. These indictors are rather clear and detailed, though still not complete. However, it is also recommended to utilise the concept of Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions (GAEC) as one of the impact indicators (with the unit in ha) for each of the schemes, except for the Rare Breeds Scheme. At the end of this evaluation sheet is included a proposal for a new set-up for an indicator table which will make it easy to include indicators and the corresponding baseline indicators. 

Comment to indicators for each of the schemes: 

4.1. Shore belts along water bodies reducing nutrient leaching and soil erosion 

Output indicators are: number of projects (target 400), the area of shore belts established along meadows (target 2,000 ha) and area of shore belts along arable land (1,500 ha) whereas the result indicators have been defined as: improvement in the quality of surface water (pct.) and erosion reduction (pct.). However, definitions of water quality in this context need to be clarified. Actual values of erosion and water quality would be preferred as the target values as this would relate more directly to baseline values. Impact indicators for this scheme are general concepts such as “Improvement of the quality of water and soil “ and “preservation of biodiversity and landscape”. These are not operational indicators as a minimum the measuring unit need to be presented. Reduction of climate change is included as impact indicator. This could be deleted, as the impact from establishing shore belt to the climate change is difficult to establish. 

4.2. Landscape steward schemes

The defined output indicators are number of projects (target 800) of which 500 are for meadows and 300 are for wetlands; and the area under support of the scheme (2800 ha) of which 2,000 ha are meadows and 800 ha are wetlands. In this respect, the wetlands and meadows need to be defined as these in general have a large overlap. A third output indicator is the number of applications (target of 1,500) for extermination of an invasive plant covering a target area of 1,000 ha. Concerning the result and impact indictors cf. above under general comments.

4.3. Organic farming scheme 

Output indicators are number of projects, i.e. organic farms supported (target 6,000) and the area under this farming system (target 240,000 ha). This equals to 40 ha per farm. This target is very ambitious and will result in an increase from 2.7 pct of declared UAA to 9 pct., i.e. more than tri-doubling the area. The 9 pct. is rightly a result indicator in the measure sheet. However, in the table 6 of the RDP main text the 9 pct. is proposed as impact indicator. It is recommended to keep the 9 pct. as result indicator. Another result indicator is number of organic products launched. This could also be reformulated to the amount of organic products, i.e. the value of organic products produced. The impact indicators need to be clarified, cf. above. However, also the baseline indicators of this scheme can provide good inspiration for the selection of impact indicators. Though, it is recommended to remove the baseline indicator regarding climate change.

4.4. Rare breeds scheme

Output indicators have been defined as: number of projects supported (target 400) and the number of endangered animals covered by the support (target 7,000 animals) whereas the result indicator is the increase in number rare animals and domestic birds preserved with a target of 10 pct. This means that the result indicator is the same as the output indicator, just expressed in percent. Similar the impact indicator is stated to be preservation of rare breeds, resembling the output and the result indicator. For this scheme the baseline indicator is quantified, stating a baseline figure of 4,391 rare animals and birds under preservation. However, the baseline figure and the output target of 7,000 animals do not fit with the result indicator of 10 pct. These figures need to be verified. 

4.5. Soil liming scheme

Output indicator states “2,000 thousand” projects supported and 175,000 ha lime treated area. However, the correct figure for number of projects is probably 2,000 and not 2,000 thousand. The result indicator states a decrease in area of acidic soils with a target of a 25 pct. decrease, probably relating to national level figures. If 175,000 ha equals to a decrease of 25 pct., then the baseline value for the result indicator would be 700,000 ha of acidic soils. This figure needs to be verified. Regarding impact indicator, cf. general comments above.

4.6. Improving the status of water bodies at risk

Output indicator only includes 100 projects, and no area target is presented. Result indicator is the decrease in area of water bodies at risk, but this is not quantified. Regarding impact indicator, cf. general comments above. Baseline indicator for impact includes climate change, which it is recommended to remove.
Internal coherence

Section 12 of the measure describes the links to other measures and schemes. The section specifies that only one of the schemes can be chosen for support for a specific land parcel, which also is valid regarding Natura 2000 payments.  

Afforestation

Justification

The measure is contributing to fulfilling the objectives under Axis II “to improve environment and landscape through rational use of land resources and promoting of sustainable development of agriculture and forestry” focusing on the priorities II.2 of “Mitigation of climate change”. The measure description is consistent with the analysis and the programme objectives. However, the measure is more addressing the issue of “improved utilisation of former agricultural land”, though carbon sequestration is also a product of the activities. The objective hierarchy is complete, as there are overall, specific and operational aims. But the objective hierarchy is not very clear, partly due to the multiple objectives and benefits related to the afforestation, partly because there is not an increasing degree of details and concrete targets going from the overall aim towards the operational aim. It is therefore proposed that the overall aim of the measure is formulated in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to priority 2 of axis 2 of the objective hierarchy of the entire programme; for example “Mitigating climate change (carbon sequestration) as well as improving local environment and provide job creation through afforestation of abandoned agricultural land”.  

The measure includes four activities; afforestation on three different types of land (agricultural land, non-agricultural land and abandoned agricultural land) and establishment of short-rotation coppice plantations (production of raw material for bio-energy). However, The section “5 Beneficiaries”, lists only 3 activities and section 7 “Specific eligibility criteria” gives descriptions for activities 1 and 3, but does not inform which of these is valid for activity 2 and a possible activity 4. It is recommended to adjust the measure sheet into four activities.

Indicators, targets and quantification

A set of indicators has been identified for baseline, input, outputs, results and impacts. For baseline- and impact indicators a number of overall environmental indicators have been identified. These are not quantified and some (water gross nutrient balance and areas at risk of soil erosion) would be difficult to quantify. It is therefore recommended only to keep two or three of each of the baseline and impact indicators and then quantify these selected ones. As the measure is named ‘Afforestation’ the indicators could be: “annual timber volume growth” and “tree species composition in the areas under support”. These indicators are easy to measure and monitor before, during and after the programme. Biodiversity is listed as one of the benefits from the afforestation activities and as baseline and impact indicators. This is in general not easy to quantify. Furthermore, most abandoned agricultural areas will after some years be overgrown with a self-re-generated mix of pioneer tree species (birch, aspen, conifers and sorbus) and shrubs. It might be difficult to assess whether a plantation of a two-species mix of e.g. oak and pine or spruce and birch would contribute to improved biodiversity. Thus, the baseline situation of the specific areas to be afforested needs to be clarified. The defined output and result indicators are mainly describing the afforestation areas as well as the numbers and the types of forest owners expected to be supported. Output indicators include a planted area of 16,000 ha from the expected support to around 3,500 landowners. An output of 1,500 ha of short-rotation forest is expected. Additional non-quantified afforestation is expected on LFAs and on attractive locations (recreational forest). As some output and result indicators are not quantified it is not possible to calculate the total areas expected to be afforestated. Not all quantified indicators are clearly understandable, e.g. a result indicator states that some 50 pct. of abandoned land is to be afforested. This do not fit into the current situation statement that 500,000-600,000 ha land is abandoned, and a 5 pct. result is probably more realistic. It is recommended that this be considered.

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to a number of other measures e.g. Forest development, Ecological and recreational value of forest and restoration of damaged forest and Forest environment payments. The measures complement each other and synergies are expected in relation to overall forest sector productivity and increased biodiversity. It is recommended to clearly delineate the borders of the measures so that beneficiaries for the same activity only receive support from one measure.

Support for increasing ecological and recreational value of forests and restoration of damaged forest

Justification

The measure is expected to contribute to the objectives under Axis II “to improve environment and landscape through rational use of land resources and promoting of sustainable development of agriculture and forestry” focusing on the priorities II.2 of “Mitigation of climate change”. The measure addresses general problems and objectives of the programme, but only to a limited extent the objectives of climate change mitigation. The objective hierarchy is complete, as overall, specific and operational aims are formulated. However, the objective hierarchy is not very clear, as there is not an increasing degree of details and concrete targets going from the overall aim towards the operational aim. The overall aim of the measure is not found in the RDP main text. It is proposed that the overall aim of the measure is formulated in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to priority 2 of Axis 2 of the objective hierarchy of the entire programme, for example “Mitigation of climate change through restoring and preserving of forest and increase and ecological value of forests.” 

Indicators, targets and quantification

The measure is structured into two activities: (1) increase of the ecological and recreational value of forests and (2) restoration of forest damaged by natural disasters and fires and the relevant prevention measures. The type of natural disasters in activity (2) is explained. Natural disaster in forests may be many and very different, and it is recommended to either specify the type disaster or to focus on problems with fire. A set of indicators has been identified for baseline, input, output, results and impact. The baseline indicator refers to activity no. 1 and is not quantified. An indicator for activity no. 2 is missing. The baseline indicator refers to the impact indicator whereas baseline indicators on the output and result levels are missing.  Output indicators are identified for both activity 1 and 2 and are quantified – except for two indicators. The indicators provide a clear picture of the expected measure activities and targets. Results indicators are identified, however, based on the content, these indicators resemble the output indicators rather than actual result indicators. The indicators are not quantified. No baseline indicators are presented for output or results. For example, one of the output indicators has a target of 1.000 recreation facilities installed and restored. The baseline for this output indicator could be the number of recreational facilities already existing. Impact indictors are identified, though focusing on activity 2; forest fires and disasters. However some of the indicators resemble the output or results indicators rather than being actual impact indicators; for example “Forest fire machinery and equipment acquired” is an output indicator. The identified impact indicators are not quantified. The impact indicators could be modified so that it expresses the degree of fulfilment of the overall aim for the measure, i.e. for the current measure it is the increased level of ecological and recreational value and increased resistance to forest damages. 

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to a number of other measures: Forest development, Afforestation, Forest environment payments and Support for Natura 2000 territories. The measures complement each other and synergies are expected in relation to increased biodiversity and forest sector productivity. On a more detailed level, synergies is for example expected between this measure where recreational facilities is supported and measure II.2., which supports establishment of recreational forest. Synergy is also expected between the fire prevention and measures on forest development and on afforestation. It is recommended to clearly delineate the borders of the above measures so that beneficiaries for the same activity only receive support from one measure.  

Forestry environment payment

Justification

The measure is contributing to fulfilling the objectives under Axis II “to improve environment and landscape through rational use of land resources and promoting of sustainable development of agriculture and forestry”. It is focusing on the priority II.2 of “Mitigation climate change”. This priority is addressed through activities that increase forest growth rotation, which increases total growing stock volume thereby sequestrating CO2. However, the measure is probably it closer related tot the Priority II.3 “Preservation of biodiversity and water development of high nature value and traditional agrarian areas”. The measure is addressing this priority through changing the forest management particular in old and mature forest and increasing biodiversity. This change is proposed as also the current overall aim – and measure objective hierarchy - is focusing on preserving the key forest habitats (cornerstone forest habitats). The objective hierarchy is complete in the meaning that overall, specific and operational aims are formulated. However, the objective hierarchy is not very clear, as there is not an increasing degree of details and concrete targets going from the overall aim towards the operational aim. The overall aim states “Giving financial incentives to private owners to follow forestry activities that are more acceptable... “. However, it cannot be an overall aim to provide incentives. Instead the overall aim could for example be to “Maintain high quality biodiversity in forest habitats”. A minor note: Incentives are not eligible costs. But cost incurred and income foregone can be compensated through the EAFRD funds.  The objectives are not quantified.

Indicators, targets and quantification

The measure includes two activities: (1) refrain form carrying out the principal cutting in mature forests and (2) shift from clear cutting system towards selective cutting systems. For activity (1) it implies that the principal cutting must be postponed at least for 7 years. A set of indicators has been identified for baseline, input, output, results and impact. Only the input indicator (investments from EAFRD and national funds) is quantified. A proposal for adjusted indicators is presented in the note to this measure. The output indicator is supposed to relate to the actual product of the input. In this case the increased area of forests having environment sensitive forest management. The result indicator is supposed to relate to the results of this area increase, i.e. increased biodiversity in the forest habitats and the impact indicator would inform about the impact from this increased biodiversity, i.e. increased recreational value, increased water quality, reduced leaching of soil nutrients, increased number of animals and birds. It is noted that an output indicator is included saying “Payments for preserving additional trees to keep biodiversity when carrying out clear cutting operations”. This is briefly indicated in the “Description of the measure”: “the measure provides three levels of one-off annual payments” i.e. referring to a possible third activity. However, in the objective hierarchy or in the activity list such activity is not mentioned, and there is not specified a support rate for this activity.

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to a number of other measures: Forest development, Ecological and recreational value of forest and restoration of damaged forest and Forest environment payments. The measures complement each other and synergies are expected in relation to increased biodiversity and productivity of the total forest sector. It is recommended to clearly delineate the borders of the measures so that beneficiaries for the same activity only receive support from one measure. This delineation is particular necessary between Natura 2000 payments in forest and the current measure as both measures provides support for postponing of principal cuttings.

Natura 2000 payments

Justification

The measure is addressing the needs for supporting private land-owners for incurred cost and income foregone because of their land is located in Natura 2000 designated areas. This is well explained in the RDP main text and in the measure sheet introduction. The measure supports two types of activities: 1) support to agricultural areas designated as EU Habitat area, and 2) support to forestry areas designated as EU Habitat area. The objective hierarchy of the measure includes the Overall, Specific and Operational Aim. Theses as well as the activity descriptions are nearly the same, just with small differences in the formulation. It is recommended that an actual objective hierarchy is established where (1) the overall aim of the measure is formulated in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to the priority 3 of the Axis 2 of the objective hierarchy of the entire programme, (2) there is an increasing degree of detailing from overall objective down to operational objective and (3) that each of the objectives are quantified. Below is proposed a table for indicators with quantifications. These correspond also to objectives and may provide inspiration to re-formulating objectives. One proposal for the Overall aim is “Preservation of biodiversity and water and development of high value and traditional agrarian areas through fulfilment of Natural 2000 Directives. One proposal for a Specific Aim could be “Maintenance and restoration of favourable conservation status of Natura 2000 designated habitats”.

Indicators, targets and quantification

Indicators are included for baseline but formulated in rather general terms. The output indicators include numbers of projects and total area expected to be supported under the two activities. The result and impact indicators are formulated in general terms and not quantified. A proposal for indicators for input, output, results and impact is presented in the note to this measure. The potential targets are well described in the RDP main text with types and areas of the Natura 2000 areas. The target of the measure covers the total area of Natura 2000 areas in Lithuania. Data for the above-mentioned indicators are all relatively easy to collect and utilise for monitoring and evaluation. Many of the indicators will be available from the management and monitoring of the Natura 2000 administered by environmental authorities.

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to a number of other measures: Forest environment payments and Ecological and recreational value of forest and restoration of damaged forest complementing each other for the protection of Lithuanian nature values. It is recommended to clearly describe how the measures are delineated to each other so that the same forest area only receives support from one measure. 

Less Favoured Areas

Justification

The measure is addressing the needs for supporting the farmers living in LFA for incurred costs and income foregone because of the locations in a LFA. This is well descried in the RDP text as well as in measure sheet. The measure is very consistent with the analysis and objectives of the total programme. Activity of measure II.6 is to provide funding to farmers living in LFA. However, activities are not specified in the measure sheet. From the indicator table (Table 5) and section 7, Rate and differentiation of support, it is seen that both LFA and HUA (highly unfavourable areas) are specified. These could be specified as two activities. The concept, background and quantity of HUA are missing in the RDP main text and in the introduction section of the measure sheet. The objective hierarchy of the measure includes the Overall, Specific and Operational Aim where the fulfilment of the Operational Aim is contributing to the fulfilment the Specific Aim which again is contributing to fulfilment of the Overall Aim. 

Indicators, targets and quantification

Indicators are included for baseline (of impact). These indicators are correctly taken from table 6 of the Impact indicators at axis level. However, the indicators are focusing on biodiversity (bird populations and high nature value of useful agricultural areas and forest). According to the SWOT and the measure description biodiversity is not the focus of the measure, though it is to be taken into account. This puts a question to whether the measure is placed in the right Axis or priority. Or – more likely – could the indicators at axis and priority level be modified (e.g. expanded) to relate to the expected impact focusing on viable rural communities. The baseline indicator is not quantified in the measure sheet. The output indicators include numbers of projects and total area expected to be supported in the LFA as well as in HUA. The output is quantified to cover 200,000 ha HUA and 800,000 ha LFA distributed into 110,000 projects (i.e. farming entities). The result indicators are mentioning (1) biodiversity and (2) reduction of growth of abandoned land and are still to be quantified. The impact indicators include preservation of landscape, decline of biodiversity halted and viable communities supported. However, that viable communities are supported is not an impact, but rather an output. Instead the impact indicator could state the increase in number of viable communities and the increase of viability for example in terms of employment creation, increased agricultural productivity or increase of income. The impact indicators need to be quantified. A proposal for indicators for input, output, results and impact is presented in the note to this measure.

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to other measures in Axis I and III, which is also mentioned in the measure sheet and it is furthermore related to the measure on Support to Natura 2000 territories, which also provides support to agricultural areas.

Axis III

Creation and development of micro- enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities

Justification

The measure is well justified based on identified needs in rural Lithuanian. As mentioned above a bit more information could with advantages be added on the diversification of non- agricultural activities. Furthermore, in the measure sheet, it is stated that the overall aim of the measure is “supporting the creation and development of micro-enterprises and the development of non-agricultural activities that create new jobs and activities and new sources of income in rural areas”. Comparing this wording with the phrasing in figure 1 at p 37 does fit 100 pct. The same formulation is not found in the objective hierarchy in section 3.2. The measures in the RDP are the tools for achieving the objectives stated at the programme level and it is therefore important that the link between the program and each measure is clear and understandable. Based hereon it is proposed that the overall aim of the measure is formulated in a wording similar to the relevant operational objective at the axis level, or vice versa so that the measure clearly links up to the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. The objective hierarchy of the measure is completed and includes (1) overall aim, specific aim and operational aim. The wording is though inconsistent since both ‘aim’ and ‘objective’ is applied. It is recommended that the terminology be harmonized e.g. by using overall, specific and operational aims. Looking at the content of the measure objective hierarchy it seems again that most of the focus is on micro-enterprises. This is especially the case at the operational level where non-agricultural activities are not mentioned. The activity list could also be improved and prolonged – it is not clear what kind of activities that will be eligible under this measure beside ‘creating and developing’ micro-enterprises. However, according to the list of indicators the following activities are expected to be supported: retail, craft, tourism, and renewable energy. These activities need to be mentioned under point 4 ‘activities and sectors’ as well. A final point relates to the ‘eligible expenditure’. It seems that the text has not been adjusted to this measure – it looks as the text has been copied from another measure. This needs of course to be done.

Indicators, targets and quantification

Table 7 in the measure sheet contains baseline indicators as well as input, output, results and impact indicators and the indicators have been quantified as well. This is very useful. The input and the output indicators are ok. However there seem to be an overlap between results and impacts indicators e.g. job created and employment rate. Isn’t it the same? The way it has been defined it seems so. It needs only to be a result indicator. An impact indicator could for instance be defined as ‘change in the income level’ for diversification activities (activity 2) and ‘change in revenue or export’ for SMEs (activity 1). It is however not obvious how the quantification has been made for the different indicators/targets. Is it based on national statistics? Lessons learned from previous national or EU programmes? Or how has the figures been identified? The listed indicators seem all relatively easy to collect and utilise for monitoring and evaluation, which is appreciated. Many of the indicators will be available from the RDP management database if the application forms and reporting forms are designed adequately and thereby ensuring that the rights questions are asked so that the right data is collected. 

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to a number of other measures under both axis 3 and the other axes. This has been descried in section 13 in the measure sheet. It is however recommended that the demarcation lines between this measure and the ERDF be outlined more explicitly applying the same demarcation lines as proposed in annex 1 where it is defined by applicant and by size of project. This information needs also to be listed in the measure sheet.

Encouragement of Rural Tourism Services

Justification

The measure is well addressing the programme objective of Axis III to improve the quality of life and increase the employment in rural areas and is consistent with the analysis and objectives of the total programme. Two activities are specified: 1) Development of rural tourism services and 2) Establishment and development of rural campsites. The objective hierarchy of the measure includes the Overall Aim, Specific Aim and Objectives. For the sake of consistency in the wording is it preferred that “Objectives” be re-named “Operational Aim”. This is the term also used in other Axes. It is also recommended that the objective hierarchy be re-formulated so that the Operational Aim is contributing to the fulfilment the Specific Aim, which again is contributing to fulfilment of the Overall Aim. It is also recommended that the overall aim of the measure be formulated in a wording so that the measure clearly links up to the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. A proposal for modified Overall aim could be: “Creation of alternative jobs and income sources through rural tourism”.

Indicators, targets and quantification

Indicators are included for baseline (of impact), and is stating “Tourism infrastructure in rural areas”. This indicator is correctly taken from the RDP main text, table 8, and Impact indicators of axis II. It is though recommended that an additional baseline indicator for impact is included, e.g. rural job creation as this is one of the main focuses of the measure.  The output indicators include detailed numbers of outputs divided into three activities: (1) development of small-scale infrastructure, (2) development of recreational infrastructure and (3) marketing and promoting of rural services. According to the output indicator 710 tourism development activities is expected to be established. However, the quantified indicators for the three activities only give a sum of 530 activities. The target of number of projects of each activity as well as the budget allocated for each activity is mentioned as output indicators and quantified. This detailing is appreciated. As a minor issue, it is noted that the budget allocated for each activity is to be listed as input indicators. The result indicators are similarly divided into three activities and quantified. The result indicators are (1) the increase in number of tourists (30pct.) which is divided to tourist staying overnight or not) and (2) new jobs created (1270) jobs. The number of new jobs is divided into 3 age categories of employees, into gender and into on-farm or off-farm activities. These results estimations are very useful, even if the precise distribution of new jobs may not be realised. The impact indicators include (1) Economy growth (5pct.) and (2) Increase in employment (1270). The employment is – as for the result indicators - divided into age, gender and on/off-farm employment. However, increase in number of jobs and increase in employment is very much the same. It is recommended to only use one of them, and to use it as an impact indicator. This means that the established tourism infrastructure (output) results in increased tourism (result indicator), which again results in increased economy growth and increased employment (impact indicator). A proposal for indicators for input, output, results and impact is presented in the note to this measure. 

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to other measures in Axis I, II and III as well as other structural Funds. However, it is also closely related to Measure 3 of Axis III (Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage; development of craft. Synergies are possible between the measures and synergy can be supported through prioritising projects of the two measures located in the same region / district / local area.

Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage; development of crafts

Justification

The measure is well addressing the programme objective of Axis III to improve the quality of life and increase the employment in rural areas and is consistent with the analysis and objectives of the total programme and it is focusing on the priority 3.1 “Creation of alternative jobs and income sources”.  The objective hierarchy of the measure includes the Overall Aim, Specific Aim and Objectives. For the sake of consistency in the wording is it preferred that “Objectives” be re-named “Operational Aim”. This is the term also used in other Axes. It is also recommended that the objective hierarchy be re-formulated so that the Operational Aim is contributing to the fulfilment the Specific Aim, which again is contributing to fulfilment of the Overall Aim. The current formulations at the three levels are in content very much the same. Furthermore, it is recommended that the overall aim of the measure be formulated in a wording relevant to the priority at the axis level, so that the measure clearly links up to the objective hierarchy of the entire programme. A proposal for such Overall Aim could be: “Creation of alternative jobs and income sources through invigorating and fostering traditional craft”. 

Indicators, targets and quantification

Two indicators are included for baseline (of impact) and these are “Economy growth in non-agricultural sector and “Net migration” which both are very relevant to the overall aim of the measure. The input indicator is the national and EAFRD funding support, which is quantified. 

The output indicators include numbers of outputs divided into two activities (1) Craft development business activities and (2) Establishment of craft centres. Targets for the activities are 10 each. However, it is not clear how this fit into an output target of total 60 projects supported. The total amount of investment (private investment plus the public support) is also stated as an output indicator, but will normally be categorised as input. The result indicator is stated to be number of rural beneficiaries and is quantified to 300 units. However, to fit into the standard system of input, output, result and impact, it is proposed to use the number of visitors at craft centres, increased tourism spending in rural areas, and / or production of craft items. The impact indicators include (1) Economy growth (2 pct.) and (2) Increase in employment rate. A sentence is still to be translated into English, but is probably quantifying the increase in employment by 100. The created jobs are distributed into age, gender and on/off-farm employment. This detailing in the quantification of expected impact is appreciated. 

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to the other measures in Axis III and synergy is expected between them. Synergy can be supported through priority criteria focusing on identified regions/local areas.  Such a priority is to some extent included in Priority criteria 8.2, which requires that the activity applied for, be in line with the strategy for the development of the region/district/local area.

Village renewal

Justification

The measure is well addressing the programme objective of Axis III to improve the quality of life and increase the employment in rural areas. The measure is consistent with the analysis and objectives of the total programme and it is focusing on the priority 3.2 “Improvement of social and physical infrastructure, protection and enhancement of cultural heritage”. The objective hierarchy of the measure includes the Overall Aim, Specific Aim and Objectives. It is proposed to re-name “Objectives” to “Operational Aim” for the sake of consistency in terminology. This is the term also used in other Axes. It is also recommended that the Overall Aim be reformulated so that it more clearly links up to the entire Objective hierarchy of the programme. The “Village renewal” is the only measure of priority III.2. Therefore, a proposal for an Overall aim could be “Improvement of social and physical infrastructure, protection and enhancement of cultural heritage through village renewal”. The objectives (aims) are not quantified. Below is proposed a table for indicators that are quantified. No activities are identified. However, a division into activities may later ease administration and monitoring. It is therefore proposed to identify four activities. Three of them could be similar to the three sub-aims already listed as Operational Sub-aims, which however, all are related to (1) buildings, (2) heritage objects and (3) infrastructure. In section 2 ”Description of the measure”, two other types of activities are mentioned; “raising environment awareness” and “studies and investments related to cultural heritage”. Therefore, a fourth activity could be “Awareness raising and documentation on cultural heritage and identity”. 

Indicators, targets and quantification

Two indicators are included for baseline (for impact): “Migration balance” and “economy growth”. Only the first one is quantified. It is recommended that the indicator for impact (rural job creation) also be included as baseline impact indicator. This is not quantified.

Input indicator is the total and EAFRD funding support and this is quantified. The output indicators include targets for: 

· The number of villages to be covered by the project (464), 

· Number of village renovation projects (464) of which 50 is targeted to be in ethnographic villages, 

· The number of public buildings reconstructed (200), 

· Number of rural heritage objects renovated and preserved (100), 

· The number of rural landscape components and public areas renovated (200). 

The sum of points 3 – 5 is 500 and it is not clear how this figure relates to the 464 village renovation projects. The 500 “projects” could be included in the 464 village renovations. However, it could also be 964 “projects”. The target figures are neither consistent with the result indicator in table 7 of the RDP that states a target of 4,500 village renewal projects. 

It is proposed also to include a target for the proposed fourth activity: Number of awareness and documentation activities completed. The budget allocation for public projects and profit-making project respectively is listed under output indicators. It is proposed to list this under the input indicators. As result indicator is included the number of residents enjoying the project results as part of total rural population (20pct.). This is the number of people living in the areas covered by the project. The indicator and the target are also taken from the table 7 mentioned above. The impact indicators include increase in the attractiveness of rural residential environmental with a target of 30 pct. However, it s not clear how this attractiveness is supposed to be defined or measured. If no specific definition of attractiveness is available, it is proposed to omit this indicator. The number of new jobs created is also included as an impact indicator (1,600 jobs), and divided into job creation in relation to gender and age. In addition, the two baseline indicators on impact (migration and economy growth) could also be included as impact indicators. 

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to other measures in Axis III; measure 2 “Promotion of rural tourism services and measure 3 “Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage; development of and craft”. As mentioned in the measure sheet section 12 the current measure will become non-tangible investments in the tourism sector.  

Axis IV

Leader

Justification

The description of the leader contains several levels. The evaluation begins with the general approach and then moves on to an evaluation of the specific measures. Section 3 outlines the objective hierarchy for the Leader method stating what are the overall, the specific aims and the objectives (it is strongly recommended that the ‘objectives’ are renamed as ‘operational aims’ thereby following the intervention logic: overall, specific and operational aims/objectives). The proposed objective hierarchy is consistent and clear. This is very much appreciated. The objective hierarchy for the three Leader measures ‘implementation of local development strategies’, ‘inter-territorial and trans-national co-operation’ and support for running the LAGs, acquiring of skills and animating the inhabitants of LAGs territories’ could with advantages be strengthen. It is suggested that for each of the measures the link between the mentioned aims (corresponding to overall objective) and the activities are enhanced by introducing a specific aim. For the ‘support for running the LAGs, acquiring of skills and animating the inhabitants of LAGs territories’, the objective hierarchy could look as follows:

Overall objectives:

· Rallying inhabitants of rural areas and raising their abilities to work together;

· Preparing integrated local development strategies and organising their implementation under new methods and approached through targeted application of local resources and public assistance;

· Ensuring efficient activity of LAGs in implementing the Leader method, acquiring skills and applying them in an active manner.

Specific objectives:

· Support for running LAGs;

· Support for developing/improving local development strategies;

· Capacity building of rural inhabitants.

The operational objectives would then correspond to the activities (1- 4) already listed in the measure sheet. The Leader approach and the three measures within it links clearly to objective hierarchy for the entire programme and with priority 4.1. This is well described in the chapter 3 of the RDP. The objectives have been quantified in the tables outlining the expected results and impacts cf. below.

Indicators, targets and quantification

Input, output, result and impact indicators have been defined for each of the three measures and these have been quantified as well. This is highly appreciated by the evaluator. The number or creation of job is mentioned both as a result and as an impact indicator for the measures ‘implementation of local strategies’ and ‘cooperation projects’. Is that correctly? In the opinion of the ex ante evaluator it cannot be both. It is hence recommended to list it as a result indicator for the measure on ‘implementation of local strategies’ whereas it is considered being an impact indicator for ‘cooperation project’. Furthermore, would it be possible to defined additional results indictors for the measure on implementing local strategies? It could for instance be: types of activities supported under the implemented measures within the strategies.

Internal coherence

The measure is closely related to a number of other measures under axis 3 and will probably also support indirectly the objectives under the other axes. A section outlining the links to the other measure could with advantages be included in this measure sheet, as it has been done for others.

5.3 Summing up upon objective hierarchy and quantification of targets

A repeated recommendation above concerns establishment of an objective hierarchy at the measure level that link up to the programme objective hierarchy. A few general comments are made on this issue.

First of all, it is important that the link from each measure to the programme objective hierarchy is clear. As illustrated below, one way to ensure this is to make sure that the overall objective of the measure corresponds to the specific objective (priority) at the programme level. Secondly, the operational objectives can with advantage be defined as the actual number of projects that are expected implemented and types of projects.
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Figure 2: Objective hierarchy

Another often-mentioned comment above relates to the quantification of objectives and targets. Quantification of targets has been prepared for the majority of the measures and for most of the proposed indicators. In order to explicitly link the quantification to the objective hierarchy it is highly recommended that the table format presented below be applied for all the measures. Another advantage of the table compared to the current format is the clear link between baseline indicators and the remaining indicators. The table below is taken from the afforestation measure and as it appears quantification of baseline and result and impact indicators still needs to be improved. Another advantage of the table below compared to the format applied in the current measure sheets is its easy to read character e.g. it is transparent what the baseline indicator is and what is the quantified targets/indicators.

Table1. Quantification of targets

	Measure indicators

	Input indicators
	Output indicators

Operational object
	Result indicators

Specific objectives
	Impact indicators

Overall objectives

	Amount of public expenditure realised (total versus from the EAFRD).

(110.6 MEUR versus 88.5 MEUR)


	Support to 3,500 landowners afforesting an average of 4-5 ha parcels of land.

Area of new forests:

- On agricultural land: 14,000 ha.

- On non-agricultural land: up to 1,000 ha

- On abandoned land: up to 1,000 ha.

Afforested LFA xxx ha.

Forests established at attractive locations, recreation forest: xxx ha.

Short-rotation plantations: 1,500 ha. 
	Change in the total forest of the country by xx pct. 

Change in total wood production, xx m3

Change tourism in forest areas, XX number persons

Raw-material available for fuel production: XX tons
	Employment creation in rural areas, numbers 

Change in biodiversity, XX ha

Annual carbon sequestration, XX tons



	Baseline indicators (situation before project start)

	Current annual investments in afforestation: 

xx MEUR. 


	Current area of annual afforestation: 

On agricultural land: xx ha.

On non-agricultural land: xx ha

On abandoned land: xx ha 

On LFA: xx ha.

At attractive locations: xx ha. 

Short-rotation plantations: xx ha. 
	Current forest, ha 

Current wood production, m3

Current tourism in forest areas, number of persons

Current production of raw-material for fuel production: tons
	Current employment in rural areas, numbers 

Current areas of high biodiversity, ha

Current annual carbon sequestration, tons


6. What positive and negative impacts are expected from the measures to be applied?
In this chapter the following questions will be answered:

· What are the expected impacts of the measure to be applied (social, economic and environmental)

· How are the impacts expected to manifest over time?

· What are the potential conflicts between different impacts?

· Who is (positively or negatively) affected by the programme?

6.1 What are the expected impacts of the measure to be applied (social, economic and environmental)

The RDP and its measures are expected – directly or indirectly - to have social, economic and environmental effects. The RDP contains indications of expected results and impacts and quantification have been done to some extent both a programme and measure level. When a measure has been excluded from the RDP, it can be assumed that the direction of development represented by this measure has not been considered important in the years to come compared to other interventions. Distribution of funds between the selected measures is indicative of real priorities. The impacts of the programme will mostly depend on the amount of funds allocated to the implementation of the measure. In other words, the more funds the greater importance of the measure. 

Economic and social impacts:

As a point of departure it can be expected that the majority of the chosen measures first of all will have economic impacts for the beneficiaries and secondly for the rural areas in a broader context. The RDP represents a total investment of public funds (EAFRD + national funds) of 2.3 billion € equivalent to around 325 million € per year in the programme period. This amount supplements the direct payments and market regulation measures from CAP pillar 1 as well as complementary national direct payment of around 300 million € per year (2007 figures). Furthermore we have private investments in the range of 100 million € in 2007 in primary production (agriculture, forestry, hunting and fisheries) and additional around 125 million € in investments in the food and beverage industry, based on investment figures for the sectors over the last five years. The yearly RDP contribution to the rural economy is consequently 325 million € related to around 500 million € from other public agricultural sources and from private investments in agriculture and food processing. The RDP represents a significant contribution to the rural economy in Lithuania. However this contribution is two-edged: Creating economic growth, but also creating exclusion and unemployment for some. Job creation and job loss are impacts of special importance.

During the last four years the labour productivity in the primary production grew with 33 pct similar to 8 pct in average per year. In the same period and even before that we have experienced a reduction in the number of employees in the primary sector from 280,000 in 1999 to 255,000 in 2003 and down to 205,000 in 2005. These figures reflect a reduction in the employment in the sector of around 4 pct per year in average indicating that the relationship between growth in gross value added and reduction in the labour force influencing the labour productivity is 50:50, each of them contributing with 4 pct to the labour productivity growth of 8 pct per year.

The relation between investments in agriculture and employment during the latest years tells us that 50,000 jobs have been lost since 2003 to 2005 and that we in the same period have seen private investments in the scale of around 200 million €. Every time 1 million € is invested in Lithuanian primary production, around 250 jobs are lost. 

A prolongation of the trend in loss of jobs in primary production until 2013 based on the years from 1999 to 2005 shows that further 70,000 jobs can be expected lost leaving us with an employment in the sector of around 140,000 people in 2013.

If we compare this prolongation with the relation between investments and employment reduction shown above, we find figures confirming this trend to a large extent. The RDP represents yearly private co-financing for the measure related to modernization of agricultural holdings around 50 million €. This investment volume has so far had an impact in terms of reduced employment of 12,000 jobs per year, which – any thing else being equal – will lead to a reduction in employment of equivalent to 85,000 jobs during the programme period. From an estimated number of employees is 2007 of around 190,000 we could expect to have between 100,000 and 140,000 jobs in 2013 compared to the present level of 205,000 jobs.

A similar tendency is expected for the food processing industry and seen in combination with other RDP measures contributing to increased productivity in the primary sector the expected loss of jobs will be significant.

On the contrary, it is also expected that the investments will contribute to safe guarding of existing jobs and to creating new jobs, but based on the experiences from the past and present programmes and from general statistics of the sector, we cannot expect high numbers of jobs from this side. Basically, the figures outline the tendencies to be experienced in other new member states and similar to what have been seen in the old member states over the last 50 years: A continuous process of reduction of employment in the primary sector and a parallel need to establish new job possibilities in other sectors, also in rural areas.

In total around 13,000 jobs are expected created due to investments under axis 3, in particularly in micro enterprises (7,200 jobs), Village renewal (1,600 jobs), rural tourism (1,300 jobs) and Leader (2,400 jobs).

Within the new programming period the public support amounts to 2.3 MEUR. The amount will be supplemented with the private co-financing as indicated above. Furthermore, it can also be expected that additional financing will be attracted to rural areas due to increased economic activity – in other words the EARDF funding could be expected to have a leverage effect. The multiplier effects on the rural economy of the investment of 2.3 MEUR are without any doubt significant and so will the leverage effect be.

This said it needs to be emphasised that the real economic impacts of course will depend on the final allocation to the individual measures cf. chapter 8 and the up-take of resources under the measures targeting various purposes. As the regional analysis for the distribution of the projects under the SAPARD programme showed, differences between expected and realised distribution and thereby impact did vary. The main conclusion from the report is presented in the box below.

Box 2: Main conclusion from the regional analysis of the SAPARD programme

The regional analysis for the distribution of the SAPARD programme showed a geographical bias of project uptake in the Central regions of Lithuania (Siauliai, Panevezys, Kaunas and Marijampole) on the expense of the regions of the South of Lithuania (Utena, Vilnius and Alytus) compared to what could have been expected from the geographical distribution of potential beneficiaries and agricultural and agri-industrial production. In monetary terms the analysis showed that the South regions did attracted 9.5 Mio € less than expected, while the Central regions have received 9.5 Mio € more than expected. Also the North have surplus in the scale of 1.3 Mio €. 

Most interesting and surprising was that the region of Siauliai in the Central agricultural belt of Lithuania did under-perform dramatically to the benefit of the neighbouring region of Kaunas over-performing similarly dramatically, de spite of the fact the various objective indicators pointed to the favour of Siauliai.

The social effects are expected to be more solid compared to the former programme due to the amount of funding allocated and due to the Leader Approach, which specifically intents to increase responsibility and motivation for individuals and collective development of local communities. In general, the social effects will likely be strengthened through all axes by upgrading professional and general qualifications through ‘vocational training and information actions’, the measure on ‘acquisition of skills’ and information’ and ‘advisory service’. It is expected that more than 60 pct. or 65.000 of Lithuanian farmers and farm workers will have an upper basic qualification and/or higher education in 2013. It is believed that 15.000 of those will be financed through the RDP. 

Enhancing self-organisation of individuals who seeks to improve their living conditions is another expected social and economic impact of the RDP. This can be illustrated with the fact that 10.000 jobs are expected created under the RDP in 2013 and people employed in non- agricultural job are estimated to increase from 54 pct. in 2005 to 72 pct in 2013. This would - other things still being equal - have positive economic effects in rural Lithuanian generating a growth in the activity level among the rural population. The latter will among other things be achieved through axis 3 measures and the Leader Approach. On the other hand, it can also be expected that the productivity will increase both in the agricultural sector and in the processing sector, which likely will result in loss of workplaces, as indicated above. 

The key measures under axis 2 in monetary terms (LFA, Afforestation, Natura 2000 and Agro-Environment) will to a great extent contribute to achieving the overall programme objective and the measure specific objectives. In addition, the measures will contribute to realize economic and social objectives of rural development. In the economic context, the implementation of respective measures will prevent the loss of part of income of agricultural holdings as a result of protection of the natural environment resources. In addition, the compensations system will play a part in order to stabilisation of income and, in case of farmers conducting activity within LFAs, may even result in its increase. Another economic result may also be the development of the services sector supporting pro-environmental activity and basing on the development of this activity e.g. eco-tourism.

Environmental impacts

The programme is subject to a Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment (SEA) in accordance with the Guidelines and the CMEF and is both summarised in chapter 12 and attached as an annex to this report. A brief assessment of the environmental impacts is therefore only presented here.

The environmental effects are expected to be an enhanced responsibility for the condition of the environment and more respect for value of the rural heritage. This will mainly be achieved through the axis 2 measures. The environmental effects are also expected in terms of a better utility of resources resulting in saved water and energy. According to the RDP it is foreseen that in 2013 240.000 ha will be under organic cultivation distributed among 6,000 farmers, which is expected to have, a positive effect on water and soil quality enriches the biodiversity and the landscape. Organic farming will – if the increasing interest for organic products continues – also have positive economic impact in term of enhanced income for those farmers.

As regards afforestation, it is expected to significantly contribute to the target set in the National Afforestation programme to increase the forest cover by 3 pct in the coming 20 years.  It is estimated that the EARDF will support afforestation on 14,000 ha agricultural land, 1,000 ha on non-agricultural land and another 1,000 ha on abandoned land. 

6.2 Expected impacts and their manifestation over time

Expected results and impacts have been defined at the measure level outlining the intentions for each the single measures indicating how and to what extent it will contribute to a fulfilment of the programme objectives. A compilation of quantified targets is included in the box below.

Vocational training 

Output: Number of participants in training (breakdown by gender, age, area of training and content of the activity and type of participant): 31,041; 

Number of individuals attending measures for dissemination of scientific knowledge and innovation (breakdown by gender, age, and area of activity of the attendees): 9,000;

Number of training days (breakdown by areas of training): 465,600.

Result: Number of attendees successfully graduating the training course (breakdown by gender, age, type of successful result and type of participant): 98 per cent ~ 30,420

Attendees of measures for dissemination of scientific knowledge and innovation who have successfully applied innovations in their own business: 20 per cent ~ 1,800)

Impact: Labour productivity increase in agriculture: 

9,400 EUR/AWU basic prices

5,600 EUR/AWU basic prices

Rendering of consultation services to entities in the agricultural and forestry sector

Output: Number of farmers to whom advice was given: 25,000

Number of forest owners to whom advice was given: 1,000

Result: Increase in gross value added in supported holdings (+ 1 percent).

Impact: Labour productivity in the agriculture: 9,400 EUR/AWU basic prices.

Forestry sector: 15,600 EUR/AWU basic prices.

Number of farmers matching the cross-compliance criteria: 5,000.

Setting up young farmers
Output: Number of young farmers assisted: 1,806 - breakdown by gender, type of agricultural branch, age category and linked with early retirement measure: 1,355

Total volume of investment: 62.24 mill EUR

Result: 8.6 million Euro increase in gross value added in supported holdings (number increase: 33 %).

Impact: Economic growth: 2,3 mill. PPS

Labour productivity in the agriculture: 9,400 EUR/AWU basic prices

Early retirement

Output: Number of farmers early retired: 6,730.

According to age category: 55-62 years old: 3,140 (56 % male), 48-54 years old: 3,590 (45 % male).

Number of hectares released: 35,000 ha.
Result: Increase in gross value added in supported holdings ((transferees) 27 % per 1 hectare).
Impact: Labour productivity in agriculture: 9,400 EUR/AWU basic prices.

Semi-subsistence farming 

Output: The number of semi-subsistence farm holdings supported: 5-10 ha: 2084 and > 10 ha: 1476.
Result: The number of farms entering the market: 3,500.
Impact: Economic growth: 2.3 mill of PPS. 

Labour productivity in the agriculture: 9,400 EUR/AWU basic prices
Modernisation of agricultural holdings

Output: Number of farm holdings that received investment support: 1623.

Division by type of agricultural branch: Animal husbandry for milk and meat: 750, Flax: 70, Horticulture: 70, Permanent crops: 74, Other livestock: 69, Other crops: 590. 

Total volume of investment: 707.91 mill EUR.

Result: Number of holdings introducing new products and / or techniques: 150.

Increase in gross value added in supported holdings: 63 %.

Impact: Economic growth: 2.3 mill. EUR of PPS 

Labour productivity in the agriculture: 9,400 EUR/AWU basic prices.

Forest development 

Output: The number of projects supported 108 (all types of activity) including projects to: 

Increase of the economic value of forests: 40; 

Improve and streamline lumbering and timber processing: 54;

Promote forest-owner cooperation: 14. 

Total investment amount: 39.00 mill EUR. 

Result: The quantity of forestry techniques acquired: 55. 

The quantity of forestry equipment acquired: 25.

The increase in the number of beneficiary members of cooperatives: 10%.
Impact: Labour productivity increase: 15,580 EUR/AWU basic prices. 

Improvement of rural infrastructure

Output: The number of water management projects supported: 77.

The number of land consolidation projects supported: 62.

The total amount of projects implemented: 56.41 mill EUR.

The total amount of water management projects: 25.41 mill EUR. 

The total amount of land consolidation projects: 31 mill EUR.

Result: Increase in gross value added in supported holdings: 10% increase for water management projects. 5% land consolidation projects.

Impact: Economic growth: 2.3 mill EUR of PPS.

Labour productivity in the agriculture: 9,400 EUR/AWU basic prices.

Producer groups
Output: The number of supported producer groups 

New producer groups: 21. 

Existing producer groups from 2000-2006 period 0 

Field crops: 5, Livestock: 5, Mixed: 11. 

Turnover of supported producer groups: 75 mill EUR.

New producer groups: 21.

Existing producer groups, mill EUR from 2000-2006 period: 0

Field crops: 18 mill. EUR; Livestock: 18 mill. EUR, Mixed: 39 mill. EUR

Result: Increase in GVA in supported holdings; 10 pct.

Impact: Economic growth: 2.3 mill EUR of PPS.

Labour productivity in the agriculture: 9,400 EUR/AWU basic prices.

Processing and marketing
Output: Number of enterprises supported: 172.

Breakdown according to the type of enterprise: Micro: 0, Small: 22, Medium: 150. 

Breakdown according to the sector and type of activity (marketing and processing or development): 

Milk processing and marketing: 37, Meat processing and marketing: 53, Arable crop processing and marketing: 39, Fruit, berries, vegetables, potatoes (excluding potatoes for starch) and mushrooms processing and marketing: 33. 

The total amount of investments 427.98 mill Euro (aggregate of private investments and public support): 

by company size: small: 132. Medium: 1346. 

by activity sector: Milk processing and marketing: 350, Meat processing and marketing: 500, Arable crop processing and marketing: 370, Fruit, berries, vegetables, potatoes (excluding potatoes for starch) and mushrooms processing and marketing: 258.

The number of livestock auctions – stockbreeding centres supported: 1.

Result: The number of companies supported in the area of making new products and/or application of new manufacturing methods: 65.

by company type: agricultural company: 0, forestry company 0, food company: 65.

by redeployment of production : new manufacturing methods: 45, new products: 20. 

Increase in the gross added value in the companies supported 5%.  

Increase in the volumes of breeding and exports of pedigree livestock 10%.

Impact: Economic growth

Labour productivity

Involvement in quality food schemes 

Output: Number of supported farm holdings participating in a food quality scheme: 630.

Division according to the origin of the quality scheme: Community food quality label systems: 20, Scheme recognized by the member state: 610

Division according to the type of agricultural product: Meat based products (cooked, salted, smoked, etc.): 173, Dairy: 203, Fruits, vegetables, cereals, whether or not processed: 254. 

Result: Value of agricultural production under recognized quality label: 6.2 MEUR. 

Division according to the origin of the quality schemes: Community food quality label systems: 0.2 mill. EUR and. Scheme recognized by the member state: 6,0 mill. EUR.

Division according to the type of agricultural product, MEUR:  Meat: 1.7, Milk: 2.0, Fruits, vegetables and cereals: 2.5.

Impact: Economy growth: 2.3 mill. of PPS. 

Labour productivity in the agriculture: 9,400 EUR/AWU basic prices.

Agri-environment 

Scheme 1 Shore belts

Output: Up to 400 projects supported: area of additional shore belts installed in meadows – up to 2,000 ha and area of additional shore belts installed on arable land – up to 1,500 ha.
Result: Improvement in the quality of surface water, pct not estimated
Erosion reduction, pct not estimated
Impact: Improvement of the quality of water and soil, 

Preservation of biodiversity and landscape, 

Reduction of the impact of change of climate,
Scheme 2 Landscape stewardship 

Output: Up to 800 projects supported (500 applicants under the meadows scheme and 300 under the wetlands scheme).
Area of meadows and wetlands with agri-environmental actions in progress: up to 2,800 ha (2,000 ha under the meadows scheme, 80 ha for the wetlands scheme).
Up to 1,500 applications submitted for extermination of the Sosnovsky Cow Parsnip on a territory of up to 1,000.
Result: The declining of semi-natural habitats dependant on extensive farming stopped. Improved condition of meadows and wetlands

Impact: Improvement of the quality of water and soil, preservation of biodiversity and landscape
Scheme 3 Organic farming

Output: Number of organic farms supported – up to 6,000. 

Area of organic farms supported – up to 240,000 ha.
Result: Increment in the area of organic farms: 9 pct.
Increment in the number of organic products launched.
Impact: Improvement of the quality of water and soil, preservation of biodiversity and landscape and production of health food

Scheme 4 Rare breeds
Output: Up to 400 projects supported.
Number of endangered animals to be kept – up to 7,000 by breed
Result: Increment in the number of rare-breed animals and domestic birds preserved: 10 pct.
Impact: Preservation of rare breeds.

Scheme 5 Soil liming

Output: Up to 2,000 projects supported.

Area limed: up to 175,000 ha.

Result: Decrease in the area of acidic soil (25 pct).
Impact: Improvement of the quality of water and soil.
Scheme 6 Improving water status

Output: Up to 100 projects supported.
Result: Decrease in the number of at-risk water bodies.
Impact: Improvement of the quality of water and soil, preservation of biodiversity and landscape.
Afforestation 

Output: Support for 3,500 landowners under different activities, by afforesting an average of 4-5 ha parcels of land. 

The area of new forests on agricultural land: 14,000 ha, 

on non agriculture: up to 1,000 ha.

on abandoned land: up to 1,000 ha. 

Afforested LFAs: number of ha. not estimated

The number of beneficiaries: in the farmers category: (not estimated), in the associations category: (not estimated).

in other beneficiaries category: (not estimated), 

Area of forests installed at attractive valuable localities, XXX ha (recreation forests).  

Area of short-turnover (plantation) forests: 1500 ha.

Support at least 20 forest governorships engaged in state land afforestation annually.

Result: Increase in the forest area, 3 per cent 

At least 20 per cent of new forests are deciduous species.

Some 20 per cent of new forests have the role of soil, air, water body protection, improve the environmental conditions in rural areas.

Some 50 per cent of abandoned land is to be afforested.

Some 10 per cent of the total area afforested will be short-rotation forests.

Change in climate.

Improvement of soil and water

Impact: Conservation of landscape, 

Maintenance of biodiversity, 

Assurance of environmental functions, 

Guarantee of income for rural residents. 

Improvement of water quality

Biodiversity growth, per cent

Support for increasing ecological and recreational value of forests and restoration of damaged forest
Output: Number of projects support by activity:

Prevention arrangements acquired, pcs not estimated

150 forest owners and governors supported.

At least 40 governors of state forests supported.

Up to 500 ha of private and state forests damaged by natural disasters restored.

1,000 recreation facilities installed and restored.

Tree growths with higher ecological value planted on an area of up to 2,000 ha.
The length of new or restored mineral fire belts, number not estimated km.
Result: Area of forests with higher ecological and recreational value, ha.

The number of recreation facilities installed or upgraded.

The amount of fire machinery and equipment acquired.

Area of forest affected by natural disasters and fire restored, ha.

Improvement of air, water and soil

Change in climate: growth of renewable energy, per cent
Impact: Higher ecological and recreational value.

Forest fire machinery and equipment acquired

Areas of forest affected by natural disasters and fire restored.

Improvement of water quality
Forestry environment payment
Output: Forest area supported, ha: Payments for not conducting principal forest cutting operations in CFHs, Payments for preserving additional trees to keep the biodiversity in conducting bare forest cutting operations, Payments for non-bare forest cutting operations instead of bare ones

The number of projects supported.

Result: The number and area, pcs and ha, of CFHs preserved in private forests on contractual basis

Area of non-bare principal forest cutting operations conducted voluntarily instead of bare-cutting operations, ha

Increase in biodiversity.

Change in climate

Improvement of air, water and soil

Impact: Higher ecological and recreational value.

Portion of private forests supported as percentage of the total area of private forests

Improvement of water quality

Natura 2000 payments

Output: The number of projects supported by activities: 800 in agriculture and 20,000 in forestry

Natura 2000 area supported on agricultural holdings, 54,000 ha and Natura 2000 area supported on forest holdings, 91,500 ha
Result: Upkeep of biodiversity, water and soil natural resources
Impact: Maintenance of the quality of environment and landscape, preservation and enrichment of biodiversity.
Upkeep of high natural value areas
Less Favoured Areas

Output: The number of projects supported: 110,000.

Total area of less favourable areas supported: 

highly unfavourable: 200,000 ha 

less unfavourable: 800,000 ha

Result: Maintenance of biodiversity, water and soil natural resources

Reduction of the growth of abandoned land, per cent

Impact: Landscape preserved, decline of biodiversity checked and viable rural community supported

Creation and development of micro- enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities

Output: Activity 1.

The number of micro-enterprises supported: 2000. 

(1) by status: newly-established micro-enterprises (70 pct./ 1,400 units), number of established micro-enterprises (30 pct./ 600 units)  

(2) by gender of the manager: companies run by women (40 pct./ 800 units), companies run by men (60 pct./ 1,200 units  

(3) by age of the manager: young people under 25 (6 pct./ 120 units), 25 to 40 years of age (25 pct./ 500 units), above 40 (69 pct./ 1,380 units)

Activity 2. 

The number of beneficiaries: 200.

1) by gender: men (50 pct./ 100 units); women (50 pct./ 100 units)

2) by age: under 25 (4 pct./ 16 units), 25 to 40 years of age (20 pct./ 40 units), above 40 (76 pct./ 152 units)

3) by type of non-agricultural activity: retail (39 pct./ 78 units), craft (other than traditional) (3 pct./ 6 units), tourism (0 pct./ 0 units), extraction of renewable energy (3 pct./ 6 units), other (55 pct./ 110 units)

Total volume of investment (aggregate of the beneficiary’s private investments and public support): 156,217 mill EUR: 

(1) by gender of the beneficiary:  men (50 pct), women (50 pct)  

2) by age of the beneficiary: under 25 (4 pct), 25 to 40 years of age (20 pct), above 40 (76 pct) 

3) by type of non-agricultural activity  retail (39 pct.)  

craft (other than traditional) (3 pct.), tourism (0 pct.),extraction of renewable energy (3 pct.), other (55 pct.)

Result: Activity 1

The total number of jobs created: 7,200.

1) by gender: men employed (60 pct/ 4,320 units), women employed (40 pct/ 2,880 units)

2) by age: people under 40 employed (30 pct/ 2,160 units), people above 40 employed (70 pct/5,040 units)

3) by activity of individuals employed: people employed in agriculture(60 pct/4,320 units), people employed in non-agricultural activity(40 pct/2,880 units)

Activity 2

Increment in the overall added value of non-agricultural activity in micro-enterprises supported (12 pct.)

Total number of jobs created (600):

1) by venue: in farmer’s farm (100 pct), outside farmer’s farm (0)

2) by gender: men employed (60 pct./ 360 unit), women employed (40 pct./240 units)

3) by age: people under 40 employed (25 pct./150 units), people above 40 employed (75 pct./450 units)
Impact: Activity 1

Economy growth (5 pct/year)

Increase in the employment rate:

1) by venue of activity: in farm (0), outside farm (100 pct. / 7,200

2) by gender: men (60 pct/ 4,320 units), women (40 pct/ 2,880 units)

3) by age: under 40 (30 pct/ 2,160 units), above 40 (70 pct/5,040 units)

Activity 2

Economy growth, 4 pct

Increase in the employment rate:

1) by venue of activity: in farm (100 pct/600 units), outside farm 0

2) by gender: men (50 pct./ 100 units); women (50 pct./ 100 units);

3) by age: under 25(4 pct./ 8 units),25 to 40 years of age (20 pct./ 40 units), above 40 (76 pct./ 152 units)

Rural Tourism and Rural heritage 

Output: The number of new tourism development activities supported (710 units)
Development of small-scale infrastructure (info boards, pointers to tourist destinations) (100 units)
Development of recreational infrastructure (campsites, access to natural objects, e.g. stewardship and installation of banks, etc.)(160 units)
Marketing and Encouragement of rural tourism services (270).
Overall amount of investments into tourism activities (aggregate of private investments and public support (161.88 mill. EUR):
Development of small-scale infrastructure (info boards, pointers to tourist destinations) (10 pct./16.19 mill EUR)
Development of recreational infrastructure (campsites, access to natural objects, e.g. stewardship and installation of banks etc.) (40 pct./64.75 mill. EUR)
Marketing and Encouragement of rural tourism services (50 pct./80.94 mill EUR)

Result: Increase in the number of tourists (holidaymakers in rural areas): 30 pct.

Number of tourists (holidaymakers in rural areas) staying for the night: 25 pct. And number of tourists (holidaymakers in rural areas) not staying for the night: 5 pct.

Total number of new jobs created 1270

1) by age of people employed: under 25 (5 pct./63 units), 25 to 40 years of age (10 pct./127 units),above 40 (85 pct./ 1,080 units)

2) by gender of people employed: women (45 pct./ 572 units), men (55 pct./ 698 units)

3) by activity of people employed: individuals engaged in agricultural activity (40 pct./ 508 units), individual engaged in non-farming activity (60 pct./ 762 units).

Impact: Economy growth: 5 pct per year

Increase in employment rate:

1) by activity of people employed: individuals engaged in agriculture (40 pct./508 units), individuals engaged in non-agricultural activity (60 pct./762 units)

2) by gender: men (55 pct./698 units), women (45 pct./572 units)

3) by age: under 25 (5 pct./63 units), 25 to 40 years of age (10 pct./127 units), above 40 (75 pct./1,080 units)

Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage; development of craft

Output: The number of projects supported

- total (60 units)

- the number of projects under implementation in ethnographic villages (10 units)

- the number of craft centres established (10 units)

Total amount of investments (the aggregate of private investments and public support) (4.46 mill. EUR)
Result: The number of rural beneficiaries (300 units)

Impact: Economy growth: 2 pct.

Increasing the employment rate (100 vnt. sukurtų ir išlaikytų darbo vietų)
1) by the nature of activity of the individuals supported: agricultural activity (40 pct../40 units.), non-agricultural activity(60 pct./60 units.)
2) by gender: men (50 pct./50 units.), women (50 pct../50 units.)
3) by age: under 25 (5 pct./5 units.), 25 to 40 years of age (15 pct./15 units.), above 40 (80 pct../80 units.)

Village renewal

Output: Total investment amount (101.36 mill EUR), including: public projects (72.4 million EUR) and profit-making projects (28.69 million EUR).

The number of villages (rural residential areas) covered by projects (464)

The number of village renovation projects supported (464), including in ethnographic villages (50)

The number of public buildings reconstructed (200)

The number of rural heritage objects renovated and preserved (100)

The number of rural landscape components and public areas renovated and preserved (200)

Result: The number of rural residents enjoying the project results as a percentage of total rural population (20 pct.)

Impact: Increase in the attractiveness of rural residential environment (30 per cent)

The number of new jobs created (1,600), including for men (60 pct/960), for women (40 pct/640) and for young people under 30 (8 pct/130)

Leader

Output: Number of LAGs selected (total, selected and newly selected LAGs) (50; 10; 40)
Total area of LAG territories, km2 : 63,800 km2; 27 pct selected, 73 newly selected

Total population of LAG territories: 1.217 mill; 35 pct selected and 65 pct. newly selected.
The number of projects financed by LAGs: Creation and development of micro-enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities (50), Encouragement of rural tourism services (165), Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage: development of crafts (30), Village renewal (464), Other (50).
The number of beneficiaries: Creation and development of micro-enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities (50 beneficiaries) Encouragement of rural tourism services (40 pct of total population of LAG territories), Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage: development of crafts (20 pct. of total population of LAG territories), Village renewal (20 pct. of total population of LAG territories), Other 20 pct. of total population of LAG territories).
Result: The total number of jobs created (breakdown by agricultural/non-agricultural jobs and gender) 2,400 including: men (60 pct/1,440), women (40 pct/960) and young people under 30 (8 pct/190)

Impact: Economy growth (2 pct per year)
New jobs created (breakdown by age and gender) 2,400 including: men (60 pct/1,440), women (40 pct/960) and young people under 30 (8 pct/190)
6.3 Potential conflicts between impacts

Rural development in the EU is linked to three focus areas, which in the EC regulation 1698/2005 are spelt out in the three main axes. Development of agriculture and food industry as well as forestry and wood processing has traditionally caused negative externalities in terms of degradation of the environment and nature e.g. decrease in biodiversity on the one hand and pollution of ground - and surface waters, soil erosion, overexploitation of resources etc. on the other hand. This said, the presence of agriculture needs also to be viewed as a necessity for economic growth and hence improvement in rural areas. The importance of the agricultural sector has in recent years generally diminished making it even more important to create and support the potential for alternative income generation thereby finding another way of supporting and developing rural life in European countries. These conditions for rural development programmes are well known and they reflect the build in contradictions between the various objectives of this RDP as well as in the regulation. 

Moreover, a struggle among resources can be identified in many of the EU-25 countries and the resulting in different proposals allocations. Some member states have ended up with proposals like 10 pct, 80 pct, 10 pct to the three axes whereas others seems to have found a more balanced distribution e.g. 50 pct, 35 pct, and 15 pct. The present version of the Lithuanian RDP outlines a distribution saying 42,42 pct, 39,46 pct, 14,43 pct. for axis 3 including 6,19 pct for Leader. The allocation of fund reflects the priorities between the axes and therefore it reflects to what extent the support increasing the competitiveness of agricultural, forestry and processing sectors is made on the expense of support to environment and nature preservation and land management as well as development of quality of life in rural areas. This does of course assume that resources for support are fixed. 

The execution of activities within the axes and the measures could be mentioned as another potential conflict as they contradict in terms of fulfilling the programme objectives. For instance, it could be argued that the protection of Natura 2000 sites will generate clashes with not just agriculture and forestry but also diversification and business development. At the same time expansion of tourism taking advantage of the attractiveness of the landscape is dependent on conservation and protection of these same nature values.

This said we do not see any new specific conflicts between the objectives defined in the Lithuanian RDP compared to these general considerations, but the contradictions or conflicts will obviously manifest on a continuous basis as the programme is being implemented.  

6.4 Who is affected by the programme?

The RDP aims at supporting several target groups: one being people living in rural areas including farmers, owners of land, forestry owners and local entrepreneurs. Another is the food and wood-processing firm and a third is the municipalities and a fourth can be categorised as NGOs. It must be expected that these primary target groups, whether or not they will take part in projects - will be affected of the programme due to some of the general impacts of the RDP.

In addition the general public in rural areas will hopefully also be capable of benefiting from the RDP in terms of economic activities and consequently economic growth in the rural areas. This is based on the justified expectation that the macroeconomic multiplier will disseminate the effects in the local areas.

7. Added value of Community involvement including state aid

According to the EC regulation 1698/2005, the RDP and the NS must to ensure coordination with other common agricultural policy instruments, the ERDF, the ESF, the CF, the Community support instrument for fisheries and the EIB.

The submitted RDP draft for Lithuania is assessed being highly complementary to the other EU interventions financed under the Structural Funds. The overall objectives of the RDP are in line with the EC Regulation 1698/2005 and it is in principle in compliance with the CSG outlining the general principles of assistance. This complementarity and conformity is spelled out both on the NS and in chapter 8, table 25 and annex 1 of the RDP. 

Our assessment of the individual measures point out that the demarcation lines are not always clearly designated in the single measure sheet e.g. for the measure ‘Creation and development of micro-enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities’. The demarcation lines between this measure and the ERDF be outlined more explicitly stated in the measure sheet using the formulation proposed in annex 1 where it is defined by applicant and by size of project. 

The Complementarity and consistency with other EU policies are assessed below. For measure specific comments on Complementarity, please refer to the measure notes annexed to this report.

7.1 RDP consistency with other segments of agricultural policy and with other policies and instruments

Consistency with CAP Pillar I

The objectives of the CAP pillar 1 are to provide for a standard level of competitiveness in Lithuanian agriculture and to a more sustainable agricultural sector. The RDP is supplementary to these payments and contributes to a great extent to higher effectiveness of the Common Agricultural Policy, mainly by means of measures for improving the quality of agricultural production, improving marketing, higher productivity, better management and other results. The synergies elements between the two pillars are explained in the RDP e.g. on cross-compliance/Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions and human resource development. 

Cohesion and Structural Funds

The demarcation lines between the Cohesion and Structural Funds have been described at a rather detailed level and is pinned out even more in Annex 1 applying a demarcation line based either or a combination of 1) applicant, 2) geographical area or 3) type of activity. We appreciate the demarcation principles applied and finds them relatively simply and managerial thereby minimising the potential overlap in terms of content and types of projects. The only ‘but’ so to speak relates to the possibility of ending up in a grey area when the demarcation is defined by’ type of activity’. In other words: how will it be ensured that the activity list for each fund is exhaustive? And how will it be coordinated administratively? 

Emphasis is given on the synergies between the EARDF and Fishery Fund instead of identifying demarcation lines. This is understandable and especially taken into consideration the obvious synergies existing between those two funds in order to enhance and develop rural areas. Will that be a task of the Inter Ministerial Coordination group mentioned at page 88? 

7.2 Assessment of state aid and competition rules provisions

Article 16(g) of the Council Regulation EC/1698/2005 spells out that the Rural development plan has to contain ‘the elements needed for the appraisal under competition rules and, when applicable, the list of aid schemes authorised under Articles 87, 88 and 89 of the Treaty to be used for the implementation of the programmes’. 

As for the competition rules, the regulation sets out maximum levels of payments per ha for various types of actions. The design of the measures must be in line with these maximum levels of payments, but there are possibilities to supplement the payments with state aid, if it can be justified. If it is - for example - environmentally justified that an increased incentive is introduced to make farmers change the production method in a specific area faster and more radically than otherwise. In case of varying levels of support for certain areas or types of farms, such extra payments must be notified in the RDP. Notification needs to demonstrate that payment increase is legitimate and not a breach of the competition rules. 

To uphold the system of free and undistorted competition as a basic principle of the European Community, the Community policy in relation to state aid tries to make sure that the free competition is ensured as well as an efficient allocation of resources and the utility of the international commitments of the European Union.
State aid rules in the agricultural sector are based on different standpoints. Firstly, the agricultural state aid rules follow the principles of the EU competition policy. State aid rules within the agricultural sector have furthermore to be coherent with the common agricultural and rural development policies in EU. Finally, the rules have to be compatible with the Community’s international obligations, in particular the agreement on agriculture decided in WTO.

Table 35 contains an overview of the ‘Compatibility of the priorities and measures proposed within axes with the key problems identified’. According to this table, it is at the current stage expected that the following state aid measures for respectively axis 1 and 2 will be implemented:

· Axis 1

· Support for acquisition of land, State aid for the cooperation development

· Support for education and consultation of farmers; support for organisation of international and national agricultural exhibitions, fairs and agricultural competitions

· Support for the development of manufacturing of good quality products and quality assessment system; Support for the Scientific Research

· Support for procurement of breeding animals, Support for animal-breeding; Aid for reimbursement of credit interest, Aid for reimbursement of insurance premiums, Rural Credit Guarantee Fund to banks with regard to the extended credits; Partial reimbursement of guarantee payment for guarantee given to banks with regard to issued credits; partial reimbursing of insurance premiums paid for the property pledged in favour of the bank to beneficiaries of guaranteed credits; Support for the development of manufacturing of good quality products and quality assessment system; Support for Scientific Research; Support for animal waste management; Support for the implementation of eradication system of potato diseases (ring rot and brown rot of potato, potato wart) and quarantine organisms (potato cyst nematode, potato stem nematode) as well as fruit tree quarantine organisms (plum pox virus) and diseases (fire blight of fruit trees); Support for the development of bio fuels; Aid for farm modernisation; Support for acquisition of used machinery in the flax sector.

· Axis 2

· Support for animal waste management

· Support for the development of bio-fuels

The negotiations with the Commission is however ongoing and it is therefore not sure if all of them will be approved. Once a decision is made, this needs to be included in the NS and the RDP.

8. Allocation of funds and cost-effectiveness

8.1 What assumptions is the proposed expenditure programme based on?

According to the ex ante guideline on crucial exercises to be conducted is the assessment of the proposed expenditure of the RDP. 37 measures are included in the EC regulation 1698/2005. Each Member State can then design its own RDP selecting the measures that matches the identified needs on the one hand and at the same time is in compliance with the general course of the Community Agricultural Policy on the other hand. 

Roughly indicated, the available measures can be categorised in three groups: 

1) Measures having mainly a social character;

2) Modernisation measures; 

3) Measures with an aim at conservation. 

The first group supports primarily agricultural income, and it can be argued that the measures here only to limited extent, if any support the development of agriculture and the food industry. The second group contributes mainly to development of the agricultural and food industry, while the last category improves environmental and nature conditions. In the light of designing the 2007 - 2013 RDP two issues are fundamental – respectively the selection of the measures and the distribution of funds between measures included in the programme. 

Allocation – measure level

The table below provides an overview of the measures included in the Lithuanian 2007 – 2013 RDP. Furthermore the public expenditures (EAFRD amount and national co-financing) allocated per axis, priority and per measure is illustrated as well.

Table 2: Public financial allocation at measure level (€)

	Measure-Axis
	Public expenditure

	Training and dissemination of scientific knowledge and innovation
	16,539,999

	Setting up of young farmers
	62,240,000

	Early retirement from commercial farming
	87,497,242

	Commitments of Measure Early retirement from commercial farming RDP 2004-2006
	105,997,622

	Rendering of consultation services to entities in the agricultural and forestry sector
	36,419,999

	Modernisation of agricultural holdings
	398,208,000

	Forestry development
	19,500,000

	Processing, marketing of agricultural products and development of new agricultural products
	171,192,000

	Improvement of rural infrastructure
	54,160,000

	Involvement in food quality schemes
	1,355,040

	Support for semi-subsistence farms
	23,073,938

	Commitments of Measure Support for semi-subsistence farms RDP 2004-2006
	6,816,062

	Support for producer groups
	3,089,000

	Total Axis 1
	986,088,902

	Less favourable areas
	301,660,000

	Support for Natura 2000 territories
	33,000,000

	Agri-environment:
	396,930,000

	Installation of protection shore belts of surface water bodies in meadows and arable land and prevention of soil erosion
	120,000

	Landscape stewardship scheme
	980,000

	Organic farming scheme
	292,105,102

	Rare breeds scheme
	1,600,000

	Soil liming scheme
	29,290,000

	Scheme for improving the status of water bodies at risk
	120,000

	Commitments of Agri-environmental measures of RDP 2004-2006
	72,714,898

	Afforestation
	109,021,138

	Commitments of measure Afforestation RDP 2004-2006
	1,619,266

	Forest environment payments
	10,000,000

	Support for increasing ecological and recreational value of forests and restoration of damaged forests
	7,650,000

	Total Axis 2
	859,880,404

	Creation and development of micro-enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities
	107,490,867

	Encouragement of rural tourism services
	80,940,000

	Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage: development of crafts
	2,900,000

	Measures under the LEADER approach (running the LAG included):
	134,993,804

	Village renewal 
	72,405,005

	Implementation local development strategies designed to achieve the aims of Axis 3
	52,568,799

	Inter-territorial and trans-national cooperation
	4,170,000

	Support for acquiring of skills and animating the inhabitants of LAGs territories
	5,850,000

	Total Axis 3
	326,324,671

	Implementation local development strategies designed to achieve the aims of Axis 3 (running the LAG included)
	124,973,804

	Inter-territorial and trans-national cooperation
	4,170,000

	Support for acquiring of skills and animating the inhabitants of LAGs territories
	5,850,000

	Total Axis 4
	134,993,804

	Technical assistance
	85,861,200

	Grand Total
	2,258,155,177


The majority of the funding is allocated for the 11 measures under Axis 1 with emphasis on Modernisation of holding and the early retirement scheme. Both measures are seen as steps towards restructuring the agricultural sector in Lithuania in order to improve the competitiveness. Both measures have turned out to be attractive and popular among beneficiaries both in the SAPARD programme and in the SPD and the RDP. Support for the processing industry is furthermore a highly prioritised measure under axis 1 with an allocation corresponding to 17 pct. of the total allocation for this axis.

A few comments are presented below for some of the measures related to the financial allocation for the single measure.

Vocational training

The overall financial allocation are justified in the sense that it is made clear how many participants and how many training days are expected. The costs of these appear reasonable (36 € per training day per participant).   

Rendering of consultation services to entities in the agricultural and forestry sector

The mismatch between the financial allocation and the expected number of participants should be mentioned. If the expected number of participants is approx. 26.000 and the maximum payment levels are unchanged, the financial allocation should be adjusted accordingly.

Setting up young farmers

The overall financial allocation is justified in the sense that the unit costs are reasonable and in accordance with 1698/2005. It can be argued that the number of expected beneficiaries (1806 holdings) is rather small compared to the number of young farmers in Lithuania (52.700). These figures suggest that the absorptive capacity could be bigger than the total financial allocation for this measure. Seen in this light, it can be argued that more money should be allocated. However, this should be assessed in relation to the allocation of funds for other measures and the absorptive capacity and potential benefits from these allocations, i.e. where could the best marginal utility be achieved.

Early retirement
The overall allocation for the coming programme period (funds transferred from 2004-2006 period excluded) is 87,490 MEUR. This leads to an average total payment of approx. 13.000 Euro per beneficiary. This is more than ten times lower than the payment ceiling of 180.000 Euro defined in the measure sheet (the ceiling is 40.000 for farm workers). Both ceilings are the same as the maximum ceilings defined in 1698/2005). The big difference between the budgeted cost per beneficiary and ceilings should be justified by demonstrating why a total average payment of 13.000 Euro is realistic.

Semi-subsistence
The overall allocation for the coming programme period (funds transferred from 2004-2006 period excluded) is 23,070 MEUR. This leads to an average total payment per supported semi-subsistence farm at 6.480 EUR. The payment ceiling for the measure is 1.500 Euro per year for five consecutive years (in accordance with 1698/2005) summing up to 7.500 Euro in total. In other words, the budgeted total payment per farm is in correspondence with the maximum payment ceiling as defined in the regulation. This suggests that the funds allocated for this measure is adequate given that the number of eligible applicants is at least 3560.  
Modernisation of agricultural holdings

The financial allocation is not justified, except for the presented output target of 1,623 projects. An implicit justification for the large allocation is probably found in the fact that the SPD - with an amount of 71 MEUR - only could support less than half of the applications, and that the SPD was only running from 2004-2006; whereas the coming RDP runs for 7 years. i.e. a very large budget is needed. The expected utilities of increased GVA and labour productivity seem satisfactory. However regarding the expected “economy growth of PPS”, this needs to be specified.

Forest development

The financial allocations are not justified in the measure sheet. The total public budget amounts 19.5 MEUR of which EAFRD contribution is 14.62 mill. equal to 0.84 pct. of the EAFRD programme budget. An example of quantification of output is presented below. Unit costs are not verified, but the example provides an overview, which makes it possible for the national technical staff to insert actual data and on this basis assess the realism in results and impact.  

1,250 km new roads x 2.000 € / km                 =  2.5 MEUR

5,000 ha of thinned forest x 1000 € / ha           =  5 MEUR

54 forest machine projects x 200.000 €            = 10 MEUR

14 owner’s associations x 20,000 € x 7 years    =   2 MEUR

Total                                                               19.5 MEUR
The labour productivity of the forest sector is expected to increase from 9,740 €/AWU up to 15,580 €/AWU, i.e. a 60 pct. increase by year 2013 equal to an annual increase of 7 pct. Though all four activities are assessed to have positive impact on the labour productivity, it is not easy to assess whether it will result in the 60 pct. increase. However, as the annual increase of 7 pct. is close to the general economical development in Lithuania in the period 2000-2004, it could be realistic. The investment may be compared to the increase of the value of the annual labour productivity which the investment is supposed to create: 5,840 € x 34,000 employees = 198 MEUR The expected increase in labour productivity during the period 2007-2013 without the investment is not known.

Improvement of rural infrastructure

The financial allocation is 56,160 MEUR with 25 MEUR for water management projects and 31 MEUR for land consolidation. This implies an average project cost of 330.000 EUR per water management project and 500.000 EUR per land consolidation project. This appear reasonable, however, it could strengthen the measure sheet if these figures were justified by referring to costs of previous projects of this type.  

Producer groups
The financial allocation is justified through percent rates of annual turnover. However, the basis for the assessment of producer groups’ turnover is not presented. Based on the result and impact indicators presented in the indicator table the utilities of the allocated budget are very satisfactory. The public investment of 3.09 MEUR will result in an annual GVA of 10 pct. for each of the producer groups leading to an impact after 7 years of 2.3 MEUR per producer group; i.e. 21 x 2.3 mill. = 48.3 MEUR Cf. above, the understanding of the impact target o 2.3 MEUR needs to be verified. However, the alternative interpretation that the 2.4 MEUR relates to the total measure activity means that the growth is less than the investment.

Processing and marketing
The financial allocation is not justified, except for the presented output target of 172 projects. Based on the experienced average project size of nearly 800,000 € of the SPD in 2004-2005, then the current average project size of 1 mill. seems reasonable as the current measure runs until 2013 and rising prices can be expected over the years. Based on earlier experiences utilities of the investment are expected to be satisfactory.  

Food quality

The financial allocation is not justified. For this purpose, it is proposed to estimate the fixed costs for being members of a quality scheme as well as estimate the number of potential members, or members necessary to provide needed minimum volume for marketing the quality food product. There is not sufficient data to assess whether the utilities of the investment is to be expected satisfactory.

Agri- Environment

The financial allocation, particular for the ambitious plans for the organic farming needs to be justified. The target is to increase the organic farming from 2.7 pct to 9 pct of the agricultural land. This needs justification on the financial matters, but need probably also to be based on a national specific strategy on organic farming. In general the utilities of the investments in the measure are expected to be satisfactory and have a significant positive influence on the agri-environment in Lithuania.
Afforestation

The financial allocation is based on calculations of costs for plantation establishment and fives years of maintenance for different tree species. A total of 110 MEUR is allocated for measure II.2. with 88 MEUR from EAFRD and 22 mill. € from Lithuanian national funds. As not all output targets are quantified is not possible to calculate an overall average cost per ha. Based on the specifications of rates per ha (establishment plus five year maintenance) the lowest support rate is 2,550 €/ha and the most expensive is 6,100 €/ha. If an average support per ha is 4,000 € then there is allocated a budget that can support 27,500 ha of new forest. The rates are realistic and the evaluator expects the rates to be able to attract sufficient numbers of landowners to participate.

Support for increasing ecological and recreational value of forests and restoration of damaged forest

The financial allocation is not justified in the measure sheet. The areas of support are rather different and output targets are not provided for all activities. However, based on above calculations of plantation costs it is expected that funds would be limited if targets and the objectives are to be fulfilled. A total of 7.65 MEUR is allocated for this measure with 6.12 MEUR from EAFRD and 1.53 mill. € from Lithuanian national funds.

Forestry environment payment

The justification of the financial allocation is not presented. A total of 10 MEUR is allocated for the measure with 8 MEUR EAFRD and 2 MEUR from Lithuanian national funds. If there is the same funding amount set a side for both activities 3.570 ha old forest may receive support for postponing principal cutting (5 MEUR/200 €/7 years). Based on the same calculations 10,200 ha may receive support for shifting from clear cutting towards selective cuttings. Whether the support rates are sufficient to attract a sufficient large amount of forest owners is not obvious.   

Natura 2000 payments

The EAFRD contribution is 26.4 MEUR and total public budget amount is 33 MEUR equal to 1.46 pct. of the programme budget. The decision on size of allocation is not justified. The allocation equals to 45 € per ha if all 145,500 ha that are identified as eligible for support (91,500 ha forest and 54,000 ha agriculture) in average receive support during five years. The implementation of the Natura 2000 directive is the responsibility of the national governments on public land as well as on private land. Payments to private land owners for entering contract that complies to the specific management regimes necessary to restore or maintain the favourable conservation status is a suitable tool for implementing the Natura 2000 directive that is generally used in EU member states. However, as the rate of support is modest, it is not known how many landowners that will utilise this support opportunity. All eligible applications will be approved which means that the rate of support per hectare and type of activity is depending on total amount of area applied for.

Less Favoured Areas

The EAFRD contribution is 241,328,000 € and total public budget amount is 301,660,000 € equal to 13.84 pct. of the programme budget, making it the third largest measure in terms of budget. The budget allocation is well justified and based on the experiences from the previous RDP. The rates are calculated based on a comparison to the overall production value of farms in relatively favourable areas. Based on output indicators and support rates a calculation can be made:  

200,000 ha x 74 € = 14,800,000

800,000 ha x 55 € = 44,000,000
                               58,800,000 €

In average this amount can cover about five years of payments. Therefore, if more applications arrive or more years are to be covered, lower rates will be applied.

Creation and development of micro- enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities

The justification of the allocated resources seems difficult to assess but assuming that the expected number of projects will be implemented and that the above average cost/per project is valid, the allocation for this measure is justified. No doubt that there is a need for supporting the type of activities under this measure. The question is thought if there is absorptive capacity for the fund allocated.

Encouragement of Rural Tourism Services

The EAFRD contribution is 60,705,000 € and total public budget amount is 80,940,000 equal to 3.48 pct. of the EAFRD budget. A similar private investment of 80,940,000 € will be provided by project applicants. The budget allocation seems well justified based on broad interest from rural population to participate in the measure, the earlier experienced output, results and impact and cost levels from previous programmes. However, the impact of 1270 new jobs based on the total public support 80,940,000 € (63,732 € / job) seems high.

Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage; development of crafts

The financial allocation is distributed to the two activities with 80 pct. to establishing of Craft Centres and 20 pct. allocated to profit making projects. The basis for the financial allocation is not further explained, except in terms of maximum rates per project.

Village renewal

The EAFRD contribution is 57.9 MEUR and national funding is 14.48 MEUR, which in total equals to 3.32 pct. of the programme budget. The background for the financial allocation is not described. The measure will be implemented under the Leader approach, which probably will in result in a large number of projects with a broad range of different activities. It is the evaluator’s belief that the funds will reach a very large group of rural residents and produce visible result in the rural villages and residential areas.  

Leader

The justification of the allocated resources seems difficult to assess but assuming that the expected number of LAGs will be established and strategies implemented and that the above average cost/per LAG is valid, the allocation for this measure is justified. No doubt that there is a need for supporting the development of local communities and local governance both in terms of human capacities and in terms of local founded projects.
8.2 Could the expected results be achieved at lower cost?

An assessment of the cost effectiveness of the specific measure is provided below. However, this is of course only possible for those measures where quantification of results and impacts targets is done. The evaluation of some measures is presented below – for information on all measures please see the attached notes. 

Vocational training

The unit cost (cost per expected participant) can be calculated to approximately 530 €. Whether this is adequate depend on the duration and the content of training. This information is not available at this point in time.

Rendering of consultation services to entities in the agricultural and forestry sector

The planned unit costs (cost per farmer or forest owner given counsel) are 1400 €. This appear to be too high given the maximum payment levels are lower than 1400. A more precise assessment of the costs and outputs should be conducted.

The total public budget is 398.2 MEUR to be distributed to modernisation of agricultural holdings, implementation of the Nitrate Directive and procession and sale. The budget amount of 398.2 MEUR is to be distributed among the output target of 1,623 projects, equal to 245,000 € per project. However, maximum support rate per project is stated to be 200,000 €. The support will cover up to 40–75 pct. of eligible costs based on the type of project. The support of 75 pct. is for implementation of the Nitrate Directive.  Based on the experiences collected from earlier programmes and based on the maximum support of 40–75 pct. of eligible cost, it is believed that the cost-effectiveness is satisfying and that lower cost probably cannot be achieved.

Setting up young farmers

The planned unit costs (average cost per agricultural holding supported) are 34.463 €. This is first of all in accordance with the maximum payment ceiling per holding which is 40.000 €. The more detailed consideration behind this unit cost is not described, however, from an overall point of view it seems adequate.

Early retirement

Given that a main purpose of the measure is to provide a pension-payment that provides acceptable living conditions for elderly people, discussions of cost effectiveness are difficult. It can be discussed if release of agricultural land could be achieved in a more cost effective way. However, this is only aim of the measure and cannot be seen isolated from the pension-purpose mentioned above.

Semi-subsistence 

The measure sheet indicates general payment ceilings and includes no information on the support granted for different types of investments. The quantified targets suggest what results and impacts to be expected from the support. There seems to be an adequate link between the funds allocated and expected results and impacts. However, there is no basis for assessing whether the entering of 3.500 farms on the market could have been achieved in a more cost effective way. The lack of knowledge of the actual investment to be supported under this measure taken into consideration, it is the recommendation of the evaluator that the considerations on cost effectiveness are not addressed further at this stage.

Modernisation of agricultural holdings
The total public budget is 398.2 MEUR to be distributed to modernisation of agricultural holdings, implementation of the Nitrate Directive and procession and sale. The budget amount of 398.2 MEUR is to be distributed among the output target of 1,623 projects, equal to 245,000 € per project. However, maximum support rate per project is stated to be 200,000 €. The support will cover up to 40–75 pct. of eligible costs based on the type of project. The support of 75 pct. is for implementation of the Nitrate Directive. Based on the experiences collected from earlier programmes and based on the maximum support of 40–75 pct. of eligible cost, it is believed that the cost-effectiveness is satisfying and that lower cost probably cannot be achieved.
Forest development

As targets are not estimated for all activities, it is not easy to assess the cost-effectiveness, and no estimations of cost-effectiveness are included in the measure sheet. In the section below an example is given on a combination of targets and costs.  

Producer groups
The total public budget is 3.09 MEUR to be distributed to the 21 expected producer groups to be established. This provides an overall average of 147,000 € for each producer group. Support is to be provided based on a percentage of sales turnovers using higher rates in the first years and for larger groups. There is no basis for precise assessment whether this is cost-effective, but support rates from 5 to 1,5 pct. seem very realistic.

Processing and marketing

The total public budget is 171 MEUR to be distributed to agricultural food processing industries. The support is given to cover costs for new equipment, machinery, biogas systems, new buildings and investments to comply with new standards (micro-enterprises). The budget amount is to be distributed among the output target of 172 enterprises (projects), equal to almost 1 MEUR per project. Maximum support rate per project is 1.6 MEUR though for cooperatives the maximum is 2.5 MEUR. The support will cover up to 40 pct. of eligible costs. Based on the experiences collected from earlier programmes and based on the maximum support of 40 pct. of eligible cost, it is believed that the cost-effectiveness is satisfying and that lower cost probably cannot be achieved.

Food quality

The total public budget is 1.35 MEUR to be distributed to the producers that are joining food quality schemes. The support is given to cover the fixed cost arising from joining food quality schemes. The maximum support rate is 3,000 € over a period of 5 years, also if a producer joins more quality schemes. A target of 630 produces joining food quality schemes has been presented in the indicator table. This gives an average price of 2,150 € per producer. It is not expected that results can be achieved at lower costs. In fact it could be considered whether a professional company would adjust their production to fit it into a food quality scheme based on a support rate of 2,000 – 3,000 € over a period of 5 years (up to 600 €/year). Similarly those companies that see an advantages from joining a quality scheme would probably do this also without 600 €/year.

Agri-environment

The total public budget is 292.2 MEUR. The main part of this has been allocated to the Organic Farming scheme. Based on the marked increase in support rate per ha compared to the similar measure of the former RDP (cf. above Lessons Learned), the cost effectiveness of the organic farming need to be re-considered and at least explained and justified. It is not stated in the scheme description whether the payment rates are for the first year or they are annual payment for e.g. 5 or 7 years. This needs to be specified to assess the cost-effectiveness. The unit support rates are different for different farm products; 120 Euro/ha for perennial grass and 734 € berries and 752 € for garden production. If the repeated annual support payment is the specific reason for the large costs per ha, then it could be considered to provide one-off payments for the actual conversion from conventional to organic farming.  For the scheme on soil liming, the unit support rates are 246 €/ ha. It is believed that this is cost-effective as it builds on previous long-term experiences from soil liming, and that it will cover a large area. The budget allocated for the four other schemes are limited and the cost-effectiveness is trusted.
Afforestation

The cost-effectiveness seems to be satisfactory based on the investment per ha planted forest. However, for many areas, which have been abandoned and overgrown for several years, the alternative of keeping the self-regenerated vegetation and thin it into the desired forest tree composition can be a cheaper solution. Considering the very large amount of abandoned areas this alternative and level of support could be analysed.
Support for increasing ecological and recreational value of forests and restoration of damaged forest

An analysis of cost-effectiveness is only partly possible as not all targets are quantified. However, up to 500 ha of damaged forest is expected to be restored and an area equal to 2,000 ha is expected to be planted with high ecological value tree species. If the cost of restoration or plantation per ha is just 50 pct. of a typical unit cost of 4,000 € used in measure II.2. Afforestation for plantation establishment, then 5 MEUR are needed for these 2,500 ha, i.e. two thirds of the funds available. In addition, support is planned to be provided to acquire prevention arrangements among 190 forest owners (forest governors), establishment of 1,000 recreation facilities and an undefined length of fire belts is expected to be restored. Thus, a prioritisation among the activities will be necessary if many applicants are interested in this measure. In the situation with limited funds, it is proposed to focus the support of activity (2) to damages due to forest fires, whereas the more general “natural disasters” could be excluded. Natural disasters can cover a broad range of very different issues, where each of these only would receive limited support and without needed focus to provide an effect.
Forestry environment payment

The cost-effectiveness seems to be satisfactory based on the investment per ha forest. The postponing of conducting the principal cutting for 7 years is supported with 200 €/ha annually in 7 years. Based on considerations of the value of the mature forest stand is between 10,000 and 20,000 € or even more, then the cost of postponing the cutting operation for one year is 1,000 € based on an interest rate of 5pct. This indicates a modest a support rate. For very valuable forest stands seen form a biodiversity point of view may also from an economic be much more valuable than the 20,000 € mentioned above. The immediate result of the activity is an increase in the amount of old forest in Lithuania. For a given forest with a standard cutting age of 100 years and an equal age distribution - i.e. the same proportion of forest areas in each age class - will increase the share of old forest with 7pct. if the all cutting of old forest is postponed for 7 years. Correspondingly, the average amount of growing stock volume increases when percentage of the old forest is increasing. This again results in increased carbon sequestration. Based on the support rates, the results are acquired at low costs. However, it is unknown, how many forest owners that will participate in the measure.

Natura 2000 payments

The average ha rates to cover a number of standard management restrictions or obligations have been calculated and listed. The rates are modest, e.g. payment of 137€ for postponing the principal cutting of logging a mature stand for one year. Based on the assumption that clear-cutting of 1 ha forest may provide a return of between 10,000 and 20,000 € (after deduction of logging and transportation costs), then it will have a cost of 500–1,000 € to postpone the logging one year, calculated with an interest rate of 5pct. This indicates that the support rates of e.g. 137 € / ha are modest. The amount is also less than the 200 € per year for postponing principal logging of mature stands. A certain amount of the Natura 2000 areas located on forestland has probably a low economical value (e.g. swamps and bogs). However, for actual forest areas, it will be good value for money if the support rates for the current measure are able to attract landowners. The landowners must follow the contracted management restrictions for at least 5 years. However, contracts needs to be renewed, at least after year 2013, which limits the sustainability of the activity and the nature protection method.

Less Favoured Areas

The support rates per ha are about 55 € and 74 € for LFA and HUA respectively. For these rates it has been possible to attract 110,000 farmers covering 68 pct. of the total LFA (1.467 mill ha) and entering contracts to continue agricultural farming following the CGAP. Additional experiences and data are necessary to assess whether the same coverage could be achieved with lower rates, and whether higher rates could attract more farmers to farm the agricultural land following the CGAP.  

Creation and development of micro- enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities

The average price per project under activity 1 is estimated by the ex ante evaluator to be 42.996,347 €. This seems be OK in order to establish a micro-enterprise. The average price per job is 11.943,429 €/job, which also seems to be fair compared with the previous programmes. It is recommended that this kind of calculations is made in order to avoid overcompensation on the hand, but on the other hand we also need to make sure that the measure is attractive for potential beneficiaries. The average price per project under activity 2 is expected to be 10.749,086 €/ beneficiary. According to table 21 the average price per project in the SPD 2004 – 2006 for ‘rural tourism and craft’ projects is approximately 9.375,500 € indicating that the current allocation is fair and probably cost-effective

Encouragement of Rural Tourism Services

The support rates for small-scale projects are 80,000€ per project, for development of infrastructure (e.g. campsites) it is 200,000 € per project and for marketing and promotion it is 150,000 € per project. These figures calculated based on number of expected outputs and allocated budgets does not fit the to maximum funding per project of 40,000 € for Activity 2. This is maybe related to the above-mentioned inconsistency in section 7 between the total number of projects stated and the sum of the number of project stated for each of the 3 activities. (NB In section 10 both activities are called Activity 1 due to a typing mistake).The support rate of 80,000 € for small-scale projects (e.g. signboards) seems large. For establishment of a camp site or a rural lodge a project of 400,000 € (i.e. support of 200,000 € does not seem unrealistic. Regarding the number of new jobs created it is to be reconsidered whether it is a correct assessment that each new job would be based on a public investment of 63,732 € and a similar amount of private investments.
Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage; development of crafts

The main part of the public budget (2.32 MEUR) is allocated to fulfil the target of establishing 10 Craft Centres. The maximum support rate is 200,000 €, and the applicant should provide 20 pct. co-financing. These unit costs seem realistic, though, however, the capacity of the Centre is not known. For profit making craft developing projects the maximum support rate is also 200,000 €, but requirements for co-financing is 50pct. Based on the total target of 60 projects supported and the total public budget of 2.9 MEUR an average rate 48,300 € is calculated. However, as earlier mentioned it is not clear how the target of 60 projects relate to the target of 10+10 projects.

Village renewal

A number of 464 villages are expected to be supported. Based on the public budget allocated of 72,405,000 €, the average support will be 156,000 € per village. The public investment of 72,405,000 € is expected to produce 1,600 new jobs. This gives in average 45,000 € per new job created. The costs for job-creation are very different for different sectors and situations. The costs are seen both higher and lower than the cost found for this measure. The background for the assessment of number of jobs created is not presented in the measure sheet.

Leader

It seems as the expected average allocated per LAG will be approximately 249,947 € and thereby higher compared to the average price allocated to the 10 approved LAGs under the Leader+ type measure (147.363 €). It is not possible to assess of this is cost-effective or not as the number and type of measures to be implemented in the coming period varies from the ones under the Leader + type measure. Furthermore, the time period will be different as well.

9. Monitoring and evaluation

· How will the monitoring and evaluation system be implemented?

· Which indicators are used for measuring inputs, outputs, results and impacts? And are the indicators neutral and measurable?
· What system will be in place to collect, store and process monitoring data?
9.1 Assessment of programme implementation and administrative setup 

Administrative setup

The administrative set up described in chapter 11 and 12 is largely build on experiences from previous and on-going programmes (SAPARD, SPD, RDP) as well as the EC regulation 1698/2005. For that reason, no significant problems are envisaged in its functioning. This said, attention needs to be paid - at least at the start of the programming period - to the accreditation and administrative preparations for implementation of new measures, and to establishment of an efficient monitoring system

The MoA will perform the role of the managing authority (MA) and thereby by the secretary for the Steering Monitoring Committee (MC), which among others has the task to provide technical support to and for the MC. The National Paying Agency will perform the day-to-day implementation of the RDP including call for applications, project selection, on-the-spot control etc. A number of the tasks will be delegated to the 10 counties agencies.

The administrative setup for the Leader Approach is descried slightly in the above-mentioned chapters whereas the main description is included in the measure sheet outlining the division of responsibility between the LAG and the Paying Agency on the one hand and the division of task between the applicants and the LAG on the other. This is very much appreciated. As noted above experiences from the current Leader+ type measure have been integrated as well in.

A range of eligibility criteria is listed at page 240 for the three Leader measures identifying the areas in which territories LAG can be established, the number and length of calls for proposals etc. This follows greatly Regulation 1698/2005 and the draft guideline for Leader. It is however recommended to include a section under measure 6.3 ‘support for running the LAGs, acquiring the skills and animating the inhabitants of LAGs territories’ identifying the minimum requirements for the content of a local development strategy. This has been discussed with the MoA before and a suggestion has been provided to the MoA in March this year.
Based on the above it is recommended to consider the listed issues below since it is believed by the ex ante evaluator that this could improve the administrative set-up.

· In order to avoid bottleneck within the administration it could be considered to include time limits for how much time the National Paying Agency must spend on evaluating project applications. If this is already an integrated procedure, it could be considered included in chapter 11 of the RDP;

· The selection of the local strategies under the Leader will be based on a point system, which is highly in compliance with the draft guidelines for the Leader Approach. However, according to the same guidelines it is suggested that specific national criteria are added if it is considered useful. Would that be the case in Lithuania and has this been considered?

9.2 The Monitoring and evaluation system

The RDP description of the programme monitoring and evaluation system is in accordance with the principles of the regulation 1698/2005. We have no specific comments hereto besides that a successful implementation of the data collection depends on the one hand of an adequate formulation of application forms and questionnaires asking the right questions in order to collect the relevant information and on the other hand that a IT system is developed to administer the programme implementation, including the monitoring system. It is not possible from the submitted RDP draft to assess, how the data collection will look like when it is ready to be implemented. 

In order to monitor the progress of the programme implementation both in relation to efficiency and the effectiveness, it is necessary to define the indicators for measuring financial allocations, outputs, results and impact of the programme. Indicators have been defined for each axes (context and horizontal indicators) are identified as well are financial, output, result and impact indicators on measure level. The ex ante evaluator appreciate this and is convinced that it will be possible to monitor the programme implementation if the data collection system is build up addressing the identified indicators.

The following improvements are suggested:

· Description of the monitoring systems needs to provide information about the methods of data gathering. So far, nothing is known how the reporting at the level of beneficiary will be organised; 

· It is recommended that a central monitoring system is built up and correspondingly, be described in the programme;

· It is strongly recommended that the formulation of application forms and questionnaires asking the right questions in order to collect the relevant information are prioritise within MoA and the Paying Agency since these are important data sources in order to monitor and evaluate the progress both only on input and output but also in relation to results and impacts.

We have no comments to the reporting system since it follows the basic structure of reporting and evaluation. It envisages annual reports, annual programme reviews, strategic monitoring, and programme evaluation (ex-ante, mid-term and ex-post evaluation).
9.3 Information plan 

A public information plan must be prepared by the Member State in accordance with Article 76 of the Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Article 49 of the Implementing Regulation, and Annex 4 to the Implementing Regulation. The public information plan for the Lithuanian RDP is included in annex 3 of the RDP.

The information plan follows annex 4 of the implementation regulation having the aim to outline how awareness will be raised among the public with regard to the role and significance of the EAFRD and represents a communication channel between the groups directly involved and the competent institutions, enabling their integration in the process of monitoring and implementing public policies.

The information plan consists of three main sections on: 1) information measures for potential beneficiaries and for beneficiaries, 2) Information and publicity measures for the public and finally 3) technical characteristics. The plan is intended for both the expert and laic public, targeted with various communication tools.
The proposed information plan defines the purpose of information, the target groups, the administrative bodies responsible, and general measures. Thus, it provides a basic framework for information and publicity. It is though suggested to improve the plan on the following issues:

· Insert an indicative budget for implementing the information plan, which is a constituent part of technical assistance; 

· The criteria to be used to evaluate the impact of the information and publicity measures in terms of transparency, awareness of the rural development programmes and the role played by the Community;

· Regard adding further communication tools than those suggested (press reports, reports at NPA and MoA website, seminars, conferences and exhibitions as well as a audio-visual broadcast). It could for instance be considered to make use of radio spots, newspapers advertisement or articles, posters and billboards and production of promotional material e.g. brochures.

In addition hereto, it is assessed that the investors, when preparing their applications for tender, encounter similar problems. We would therefore recommend including at the website or in the forum a FAQ list facilitating the work of the applicants and reducing the workload of the Ministerial staff. Based on the experiences from the first programming period, the exchange of information will have to be carried out more directed and active as well as better promoted.

9.4 Administrative set-up and implementation at measure level

A part of the evaluation has been to assess the administrative set up and implementation of the specific measures. The evaluator is aware that this is beyond the requirements defined by the Commission in its guidelines for ex ante evaluations. This said, it has been included in the ex ante evaluation since it is the experience of the team that important information can be gained about the administrative set up e.g. on bottleneck, selection and eligibility criteria by assessing the procedures of the selected measures. These findings from some of the measures are provided in the box below.

Vocation training

The previous budgeting with regard to vocational training in 2004-2006 programmes turned out to be very close to the actual uptake. The unit costs (cost per participant) has been more than three-doubled for this coming programme period (530 € vs. 140 €). The justification for this rise in unit costs is not in not presented. No bottlenecks have been identified in measure sheet and there are no indications that the measure will be hampered by bottleneck problems of any kind. Eligibility and selection criteria are described at a rather general level. They appear sound in relation to the overall objectives and support achievement of these. It could though be considered to include eligibility criteria for trainers under the measure in order to ensure that all trainers are certified or in other ways can document that they are qualified for training. It is mentioned in the measure sheet that more specific themes and requirements will be specified in the documents of the invitation to tender. This will be necessary and it is considered reasonable to present specifications at a later stage in the programming phase.

Rendering of consultation services to entities in the agricultural and forestry sector

Eligibility and selection criteria are adequately described. The measure is rather simple in terms of eligibility criteria and the selection criteria ensure that entities with young farmers, entities receiving large amount of public support and entities combining plant production and animal breeding is prioritised. These selection criteria are coherent with the overall objectives of the programme. It could also for this measure be considered to include eligibility criteria for consultants and trainers in order to ensure that they are all certified or in other ways can document that they are qualified for training.

Setting up young farmers
Eligibility and selection criteria are adequately described and it is the assessment that the criteria are adequate and in accordance with regulation 1698/2005. It is furthermore the assessment, that the criteria provide an adequate basis for the administration of the measure, in particular the selection of projects and the assessment of eligible costs. Finally, the selection criteria are coherent with the overall objectives of the programme.

Early retirement

Eligibility and selection criteria are thoroughly described in accordance with regulation 1698/2005. It is furthermore the assessment that the criteria provide an adequate basis for the administration of the measure, i.e. the selection of eligible beneficiaries. The selection criteria are furthermore coherent with the overall objectives of the programme.
Semi-subsistence

Eligibility and selection criteria are thoroughly described. It is furthermore the assessment that the criteria provide an adequate basis for the administration of the measure, i.e. the selection of eligible agricultural holdings. The selection criteria are furthermore coherent with the overall objectives of the programme.

Modernisation of agricultural holdings

Due to the comprehensive experiences collected in the area of providing support to the primary agricultural sector, it is trusted that lessons learned regarding administrative set-up and implementation, are included into the current measure, though this is not explicit described. The priority activities listed in Section 4.2., cf. above, include specific sub-sectors, e.g. stock breeding, gardening, berry growing and rape-growing. However, these are not among the major sub-sector. The main agricultural sub-sectors; dairy, meat production and cereal production are not among the listed priority sectors. It needs to be considered how this affects the possibilities for co-financing and absorption capacity, and whether this will present a bottleneck. Except the above consideration, no bottlenecks are expected. In general the eligibility and priority are complete and clear. However, criteria do not present a clear priority or distribution of funds between the three listed activities, in 4.1: i.e. support to (1) implementing the nitrate directive, (2) agricultural holdings and (3) processing and sale. In section 8 Criteria for support, it is stated in 8.8 that support is not given to reduced projects. The concept of reduced project could be defined and the reason not to support them could be explained.

Forest development

Though no experiences have been gained on the specific activities of this measure it trusted that earlier experiences on forestry related activities are included into the current measure. No bottlenecks have been identified. The eligibility and selection criteria are in accordance with the objectives of the activities and in line with standard criteria. However, in section 5.2 it is stated that beneficiaries for Activity 2 (i.e. modernisation of timber processing) are timber-processing micro-enterprises. The justification of the limited group of eligible applicants could be presented. It needs to be assessed whether the national capacity of this type of companies is large enough to implement the activities. It could be considered to expand the eligible beneficiaries. Particularly, if the forest owners associations are expected to be able to provide specific and relevant services to its members, these associations could also be eligible. It is the experience in many EU member states that the forest owner’s associations, particular those organising small-forest owners, are providing service in terms of advises as well as common marketing and trading and particular forest operations using advanced machinery and skilled labour.

Producer groups

Eligibility and priority criteria are adequately described. The measure is rather simple in terms of activities and the eligibility and the priority criteria are straight forward and logic. The eligibility criteria are ensuring that it is the genuine producer groups that are supported, and priority criteria are prioritising more members and larger turnovers.
Processing and marketing
Due to the comprehensive experiences collected in the area of providing support to the food processing sector, it is trusted that lessons learned regarding administrative set-up and implementation, are included into the current measure, though this is not explicit described. A decreasing number of rejected applications have been reported during the recent years 2002 (44 pct.), 2003 (31 pct.) and 2004 (24 pct.) indicating increasing experience also among the beneficiaries. Eligibility and priority criteria are adequately described. The eligibility and the priority criteria are straight forward and logic. The eligibility criteria include that support is provided to genuine food processing companies (at least 50 pct. of income must arrive from processing agricultural products).
Food quality
No previous measures have specifically target food quality schemes. Eligibility and priority criteria are adequately described. The measure is rather simple in terms of activities. The eligibility and the priority criteria are straight forward and logic. The eligibility criteria are ensuring that support is provided to memberships of the relevant (official recognised) food quality schemes.

Agri-environment

Due to the comprehensive experiences collected in the area of providing support to agri-environment in the former RDP (2004-2006) it is trusted that lessons learned regarding administrative set-up and implementation, particular regarding information to farmers for preparing applications and their needed reactions to spot check reports, are included into the current measure, though this is not explicit described. The availability of sufficient numbers of qualified experts on the agri-environment topics, probably particular on organic farming, was identified as a problem in the former RDP (2004-2006). Based on the marked increase in budget and planned activity level, this might be an even larger problem for the coming RDP period, and carefully planning – and maybe mobilisation of additional experts - for overcoming this problem is necessary.

Eligibility criteria are presented for the entire measure as well as for each of the six schemes. The general criteria are well placed and logical. However, the criteria 7.5 requires cross compliance to Good Farming Practice. It is proposed to modify or expand this criterion to include cross compliance to the “Good Agricultural and Environment Condition (GAEC) as this is a priority on EU level.1. Shorebelts Criteria are logic and supportive to the scheme. However, the criteria 3, that all surface water of a farm must be covered by the action may not be relevant for all farms and might be stopping relevant activities. The criteria need re-consideration.2 Landscape Stewardship. The criteria is fine. In the following section on what “The Applicant Shall” is described in details what the applicant must do for following the scheme and obtaining support. For meadows and wetlands this rightfully include that the applicant shall refrain from using chemicals. However, for the third activity of the scheme fighting an invasive plant (Heracleum sosnovsky), it is included as one of the parts of the obligatory management to spray this plant with herbicides. This part of the required management needs to be re-considered. Is such a requirement not an overreaction? Other measures e.g. burning, icing or digging-up could be considered. 3. Organic farming. No eligibility criteria are listed for this scheme, only a short section on what “the applicant shall”. This is OK as the scheme lean-on to a very developed farming system, which has to be followed and is monitored outside the RDP management system. 4. Rare Breeds. No eligibility criteria are listed. Thus, this heading can also be removed in the scheme. In the section on what the applicant shall, its stated to follow the requirements for animal welfare and animal registration. However, it could be specified what requirements that are in mind, i.e. title of regulation or law. 5. Soil liming. The important criteria include that the scheme implies to arable land only, that at least 50 ha must be covered by one application and that soil pH must be under 5.5. These criteria are logic and supportive for the liming large parts of Lithuania agricultural land. 6. Water bodies at risk. The eligibility criteria are OK and supportive for conversion of agricultural land into grassland in order to reduce soil erosion and nutrient leaching.  

Afforestation

The eligibility criteria and implementation of the activities are very detailed and seems logic and straightforward. A list of eligible plantation species is included and payments can be made when state forest officials approve that the established plantation fulfils a national guideline. Support rates are varying based on type of land and trees species selected for the plantations reflecting different price levels for different situations and tree species. Is needs to be assessed whether the state forest have human resources available for processing the necessary approvals and documents. As noted above, specific eligibility criteria are specified for Activities 1 and 3, but not for 2 and 4.

Support for increasing ecological and recreational value of forests and restoration of damaged forest

It is trusted that implementation experiences from previous programmes (SAPARD, RDP and SPD 2004-2006) are included and used for the planned administration of the current measure. Forest Governors are eligible applicants (beneficiaries). Output targets are in some cases specified separately for private forest and for state forest. However, the priority criteria number 2 prioritises private applicants. This could possess a problem for fulfilling the targets for state forests. A note: The definition of eligible applicants is not consistent through out the measure. In the operational aim it is stated that the aim is to “providing support to forest owners and governors”. However, in section 5 Beneficiaries, only Forest governors are mentioned. Furthermore, it is not clear what a “forest governor” is. It is assumed that a forest governor is a private as well as public forest owner.

Forestry environment payment

Though it is not explicit described in the RDP text or in the measure sheet, it is trusted that experiences from the earlier programmes are included in the administrative set-up and the implementation. The eligibility criteria and implementation of the activities are detailed and seems logic and straightforward. Certificates and documents to be submitted when applying support have been listed. Forest official are expected to prepare certificates, which is needed for the application. This requires that the necessary human resources are available at the state forest system. As forest officials are expected to provide various certificates also for several other measures, this requirement may be a potential bottleneck.

Natura 2000 Payments

Though no experiences have been gained on the specific activities of this measure it is trusted that earlier experiences on implementation and administrative set up are included in the current measure. No bottlenecks have been identified. The Natura 2000 areas are already surveyed, mapped and included in databases. However, the large areas of 145,500 ha and the documents needed for applications could present a capacity problem for document and certifying authorities. The eligibility criteria are clear and appropriate.

Less Favoured Areas

Experiences from administration of the previous programme are presented mainly on problems with applications missing information or providing wrong information. However, these problems did not hinder that the measure more than fulfilled target. As a similar measure already has been successfully implemented during the previous RDP and targets are the same, no bottlenecks are expected. The nature of the measure is that the main eligibility criterion is that the farmer lives in LFA and that the farm is managed following the code of Good Agricultural Practice (CGAP).

Creation and development of micro- enterprises and diversification of non-agricultural activities

The measure sheet does not contain a separate section on administration and it is therefore assumed that the measure will be implemented following the procedures outlined in chapter 11 and 12, which is based on the EC regulations and which to a high degree is similar to the current applied system. Regarding bottlenecks – this would very much depend on the number of applications received and on the number of tenders. Will there be quarterly tenders or will is once a year? If the first is chosen the risk for bottlenecks would other things being equal be expected minimised. The specific eligibility criteria for activity 1 seem reasonable if support is given to an already established SME. If the applicant however is applying for creation/establishment of a SME the some of the eligibility criteria e.g. 2 and 3 might be difficult to fulfil. The evaluator has no comments to the eligibility criteria for activity 2.

Encouragement of Rural Tourism Services

It is not explicit explained how earlier experiences have been included in the planned implementation and administration of the current measure. However, the specific description of eligible expenditure and eligibility criteria is interpreted as inclusion of the earlier experiences. The eligible criteria seem appropriate and well based in order to focus on the measure objectives and quality of tourism facilities to be established. The current measure has been allocated a budget, which is much larger than the similar earlier measures of the SPD and the SAPARD; also when looking at the budget per year. The implementing authorities needs to be prepared for this large increase which might provide a bottleneck, for example, in term of few numbers of official and public servicemen to process the project applications. The beneficiaries (private and legal entities) have to provide 50 pct. co-financing to the public support. Therefore, it needs to be assessed whether the rural tourism sector has the absorption capacity for utilising the allocated public budget, i.e. if the private tourism sector can invest around 11.4 MEUR per year.

Conservation and upgrading of rural heritage; development of crafts

No experiences from administration of similar measures have been collected. However, it is trusted that general experiences from administer and implementing measures related to the current one have been included into the planning and set-up of this one.   

Village renewal

It is trusted that experiences from administration and implementation of the previous three programmes included into the current measure, though not explicit described. It needs to be considered whether experts and people skilled into cultural and ethnographic architecture needed for project development and implementation are available in a sufficient degree as this might present a bottleneck. The selection criteria are clear and support the intentions of the measure, and focus on locations of the proposed projects and the implementation through LAGs.

Leader

The administration model applied for the Leader Approach is well descried in the measure sheet outlining the division of responsibility between the LAG and the Paying Agency on the one hand and the division of task between the applicants and the LAG on the other. This is very much appreciated. As noted above experiences from the current Leader+ type measure have been integrated as well in. A range of eligibility criteria is listed at page 240 for the three Leader measures identifying the areas in which territories LAG can be established, the number and length of calls for proposals etc. This follows greatly Regulation 1698/2005 and the draft guideline for Leader. It is however recommended to include a section under ‘support for running the LAGs, acquiring the skills and animating the inhabitants of LAGs territories’ identifying the minimum requirements for the content of a local development strategy. This has been discussed with the MoA before and a suggestion has been provided to the MoA in March this year. The selection of the local strategies will be based on a point system. The selection criteria applied related to the local development strategy. According to the draft Leader Guideline it is suggested that specific national criteria are added if it is considered useful. Would that be the case in Lithuania?

10. Rural Network

The issue of a national rural network as a body is important since the programming and implementation process of the RDP will involve not only governmental institutions but also non-government organizations as well as social and economic partners. The RDP contain a solid description of the Lithuanian rural network, its objectives, the organisation of it cf. annex 2, activities for the network to carry out, content of action plan etc. The amount of money allocated for the network seems realistic. 

In order to improve this chapter even more, it is recommended that the description is made a bit more detailed in terms of training issues thereby ensuring that the RDP fully is in compliance with the EC Regulation 1698/2005 article 68(b), which specifies that the amount allocated for the rural network shall be used for ‘An action plan containing at least the identification and analysis of good transferable practices and the provision of information about them, network management, the organisation of exchanges of experience and know-how, the preparation of training programmes for local action groups in the process of formation and technical assistance for inter-territorial and transnational cooperation’.

For some of the activities an indicative timetable could be added as well and thereby making it obvious how the activities will be prioritised.
11. Consultations with economic and social partners 

In accordance with Article 6 of the EC regulation 1698/2005, the Member State must include the Commission and other partners in the preparation and monitoring of the national strategy plan and in the preparation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of rural development programmes.

The consultation process with the social and economic partners are outline in annex 5 In and covers both the preparation of the National Strategy Plan (NS) and of the Rural Development Plan 2007-2013 (RDP). According to annex 5, MoA did establish 4 working groups – one for each ax – consisting of relevant members representing ministries, municipalities, social and economic partners and NGOs. Besides the 4 working groups, a coordination group was established consisting of high-level decision makers from governmental institutional and NGOs.

ToR has been drafted for each of the working groups and for the coordination group underlining the objectives for the groups and the activities and task to be covered during the meeting. A person from the MoA has headed each working group and the secretary function has been covered by MoA as well making sure that feedbacks from the meetings have been taken in to consideration when designing the RDP and the measures.

Furthermore, 2 public hearings have been conducted and the annex points ut the main conclusions from these processes as well as from the working group meetings. This is considered very useful.

In general the evaluator finds the description of the consultation process satisfactory and the only minor recommendation to consider would be to add the ToR for the working groups and for the coordination group as an annex to the RDP.

12. The results of the Strategic Environmental Assessment

· Which environmental considerations have been taken into account?

· What are the main results of the environmental assessment?

· Which measures are proposed to ensure the integration of environmental considerations into the preparation of the programme?
 Annex 1 Evaluation sheets for each measure


Separate binding 

Annex 2 Strategic Environmental Assessment Report 

To be inserted.
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