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Mark Chandler

1. Introduction (1-2 pages)


This paper is an attempt to analyse the impact of user charges on the overall fiscal system of Lithuanian local governments. It will review the structure of Lithuanian local government and then proceed to introduce its financial basis. Having provided this background the paper proceeds to examine the legal basis of user charges, the revenues generated by them and to analyse their role in the overall system. 


It should be noted that, at the start of Lithuanian independence, there was enthusiasm for creating a truly autonomous system of local government. Breaking away from the USSR had been motivated in part by a desire to end the decades of centralised control over many aspects of life and hence decentralisation and local control were popular concepts. In some ways the story of the first years of development of Lithuanian local government appears as the gradual emasculation of these ideals as they came into conflict with the terrible realities of creating a strong state in the face of the catastrophic economic conditions of the early transition.

2. Lithuanian Local Government at a Glance (1-3 pages)


Lithuania is a unitary state, with two elected levels of government. National government is primarily a parliamentary democracy. The directly elected president has a mainly advisory role, with most executive power in the hands of ministers chosen by the Prime Minister. The Lithuanian Constitutional Court decides constitutional questions and there is a hierarchy of lower courts from the Supreme Court down to the courts of first instance to decide criminal, civil and administrative cases. Local councils are elected by proportional representation, and the council then elects its leader, the mayor. There are currently 60 local authorities.


The Lithuanian Constitution provides the most fundamental legal basis for Lithuania’s local government. Chapter 10 of the constitution is devoted to local government. It gives few rights to them, however, providing for control by laws, thus giving effective control over all local government matters to the national parliament. The basic law on local government is the Law on Local Self-Government, passed in 1994 and amended 36 times by the beginning of 2004. This law establishes the municipal council as the basic representative institution and the Director of Administration as the institution responsible for implementation. The Law on Municipal Council Elections was also passed in 1994, and was amended 19 times by 2004. It provides for municipal councils elected by a system of pure party list proportional representation for four-year terms. The number of council seats depends on the population and ranges from 21 for the smallest to 51 for local authorities with greater than half a million residents.


From the beginning of 2004 the Law on Local Self-Government distinguishes two control institutions within local authorities. The first is the Controller, and the Control Committee, which is responsible for overall monitoring of the legality and effectiveness of the municipality’s use of its property and budget. The second is the Internal Audit Committee, responsible for audit of the municipality’s administration and public enterprises.


The Law divided local authority functions into four categories, according to how much formal independent decision-making power belongs to the municipality. The four categories are independent, assigned, state and agreed. Only the first of these gives local authorities potential decision-making power over an activity, otherwise it is mainly the implementer of national decisions. The law lists independent local government functions as the formation of local government budgets, pre-school education, extra-curricular education and professional training, adult education, school lunches, social services, support to local health care, training and public works, public order, development of sport, tourism and recreation, establishment of local nature reserves and protected cultural objects, and development of local business conditions. The Law also leaves open the possibility for local authorities to independently perform other functions that have not been assigned to state institutions.

The table in Appendix 1 contains the full list of services that are independent and assigned according to this law. The assigned activities, such as general education, are items which are implemented by the local government, but which are the primary responsibility of the state and must be carried out in accordance with the wishes of the national government. State functions designated to local authorities, by contrast, refer to the pure execution by local authorities of provisions of national law regarding such things as welfare payments or citizenship documents.

Municipalities may establish parish administrations within their boundaries to facilitate local operations. These parish administrations are headed by an administrator selected by the director of administration of the local authority. The parishes are responsible for organising services such as care of cemeteries and public works. The law also provides for election of a community representative for a living place or group of living places. This individual may represent the community at the parish level or in municipal institutions if the need arises.

With regard to the relationship between local governments and the national government, the law states that local authorities are not under the control of the national government. It names the Lithuanian Association of Local Authorities as the institution to represent municipalities. This may negotiate with the national government in a two-party commission. One of the rights given to local authorities by the law is the right to go to court to defend themselves from infringements. A government representative monitors how the local authority upholds the Constitution, national laws and government decisions.

3. Lithuanian Local Government Finance: An Overview (3-4 pages)


There is no comprehensive data set that allows us to evaluate what proportion of municipal budgets are divided between the different levels of local responsibility. However, below I present an analysis of the budget for the Palanga local authority. The budget passed for 2003 approved total spending of 32,219.6 thsd LTL. From this amount 38.5% was either classified as state functions or funded out of state grants as shown in the table below.

Thsds LTL

Total spending:



32,219.6

State functions:



4,767.4

14.8%

State budget special purposes:

1,632.8

5.1%

Pupil basket:



5,509.1

17.1%

Special programs:


504.1

1.6%

Hence total from state funding:

12,413.4
38.5%

From this one may gain the impression that over 60% of local authority spending was under municipal control. However, that would be misleading. There is no classification in the official budget of which expenditures were independent and which merely assigned functions. For example the budget includes 2,547.2 thsd LTL of municipal spending on general school education, which is clearly an assigned function under the control of the national government.

If we use a zero-base approach and try to identify which areas of the budget are clearly independent functions we get the following table.

Pre-school education


3,589.7

11.1%

Public works



2,406.0

7.5%

Seaside tourism development

99.6

0.3%

Preparation for EU structural funds
100.0

0.3%

Tourism development fund

100.0

0.3%

Development of business

8.0

0.0%

Local public order


30.0

0.1%

Local projects



1186.4

3.7%

TOTAL



7,519.7

23.3%

Local projects include a variety of items from preparation of the local economic and social plan to grants to local NGOs.

Hence the truly independent spending of local authorities is dominated by pre-school education and public works projects. While the Education Ministry provides recommendations on means and pedagogy for pre-school education, these are of an advisory nature and local authorities have control over the level of services they provide. However, it should be born in mind that since Lithuanian municipalities cannot control their revenue directly they are not able to trade-off private income against pre-school services. Their effective trade-off is between different levels of local services, although this does include the possibility of funding increases in assigned functions by cutting spending on pre-school education or public works. Only in a few cases, where municipalities have made general abatements to one of the property taxes, can we conclude that they have increased private income at the expense of public expenditures.
Appendix 2 provides the data on local authority revenue for the last ten years.

Chapter 1 of the Law on Tax Administration states that only the Finance Ministry is responsible for implementing tax law, no other institution can be given this responsibility. The Finance Ministry department that implements tax administration is the State Tax Inspectorate; this is described further in chapter 3 of the law. It consists of both central and affiliated local territorial tax administrations. Hence even local fees and charges are collected by the local affiliate of the State Tax Inspectorate and then transferred to the local authority.

Occasionally, municipalities have converted the property taxes into local taxes by offering general abatements, reducing the tax by a fixed proportion for all taxpayers. The tax then operates as a local tax since at the margin it may be increased or reduced by the local authority, and the local budget receives the full impact of such changes. The most important by far of these property taxes is the real estate tax on enterprises. However, the most abatement takes place in the land tax and the land rental tax. From 2003 local authorities were allowed to vary the land rental tax from 1.5% to 4% of the land value. Siauliai District Council, for example, converted the land rental tax to a local tax in 2003 by setting the rate at the minimum 1.5% for a certain class of taxpayers and higher rates for other taxpayers. This meant that Siauliai District had the option to increase or decrease its revenue from this tax. However, land rental tax is not a large revenue source for municipalities. The planned land rental tax revenue was 0.7% of total planned revenue in Siauliai District in 2003. In Lithuania as a whole the tax provided 2.0% of municipal revenue in 2002.
The importance of grants to Lithuanian local authorities increased dramatically following the 2001 reform to school finance. This reduced the funding to local authorities from the personal income tax and replaced it with a new grant, the pupil basket grant, based on the number of pupils in local schools. Hence from 2000 to 2002 grants went from 10% of local government revenue to a planned 57%. 

4. The Legal Framework for User Charges and Fees Levied by Local Governments and Its Implementation (5-7 pages).

The Law on Fees and Charges allows local authorities to impose fees on eight specific items. Six of these regard various licenses or permissions for activities including area evacuations, trading in public places, outdoor advertising, organising commercial events in public spaces, bringing vehicles into protected areas, and keeping animals in multi-occupancy residences. Local authorities also may establish parking fees on public streets and squares. Lastly, they may charge for rubbish collection. The revenue available from the first seven of these items clearly depends on the demand for them. The charge for rubbish collection appears to give municipalities an open ended opportunity to raise revenue as Section 3 of the State Strategic Plan on Refuse Collection makes it compulsory for all residents and enterprises to participate in the municipal rubbish collection system. However, paragraph 20 of this section then expressly forbids local authorities for using revenue from this source to fund other policy areas and puts a limit of 1% of family income on charges for municipal refuse collection. Hence none of the above instruments truly represents a local tax; they are demand-constrained charges for local activities.

5. Revenues Generated By User Charges and Fees (4-6 pages).

Data on revenues generated by user fees has been made publicly available by the Finance Ministry starting with 2002. Overall local user charge revenue increased by 28% from 37.4 mln LTL in 2002 to 47.2 mln LTL in 2003. The distribution across local authorities is summarised in the table below.

Table 1. User charge revenue as % of total revenue

	
	2002
	2003

	Country wide mean
	2.3
	2.8

	Mean of LAs
	2.3
	2.6

	Median
	1.6
	2.2

	1st Q
	0.9
	1

	3rd Q
	3.2
	3.7

	Min
	0
	0

	Max
	7.3
	8.9


Source: www.finmin.lt; own calculations.

The largest proportion of revenue from user charges was reported by Taurage in both years. The table below shows the top 5 LAs in terms of the proportion of their revenue from user charges.

Table 2. The Local Authorities with the Highest Proportion of Revenue from User Charges.

	Rank
	Local Authority
	Fees as % of revenue

	2003
	2002
	
	2003
	2002

	1
	1
	Taurage District
	8.9
	7.3

	2
	16
	Siauliai City
	8.0
	3.1

	3
	2
	Svencioniai District
	7.5
	7

	4
	4
	Anyksciai District
	6.5
	6.1

	5
	9
	Kaunas City
	6.2
	4.7


The table below shows the 5 LAs with the least user charge revenue as a percentage of overall revenue.

Table 3. The Local Authorities with the Lowest Proportion of Revenue from User Charges.

	Rank
	Local Authority
	
	Fees as % of revenue

	2003
	2002
	
	
	2003
	2002

	1
	3
	Salcininkai District
	
	0.2
	0.3

	2
	4
	Panavezys District
	
	0.3
	0.4

	3
	5
	Kaisiadoriai District
	
	0.4
	0.4

	4
	10
	Prienai District
	
	0.5
	0.7

	5
	7
	Lazdijai District
	
	0.6
	0.5


We might expect an LA’s ability to impose user charges to be dependent on the economic vitality and population density in its jurisdiction. The correlation of 2001 population density with user charge revenue as a per cent of overall revenue is 0.29 for 2002 and 0.20 for 2003. A scatter plot of this data is shown below.
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Appendix 1.

	Government
	Independent
	Assigned

	
	Local budgeting
	X
	

	Education
	
	

	
	Pre-school
	X
	

	
	Child, youth and adult general education
	
	X

	
	Control of children's school attendance
	
	X

	
	School transport for distant rural pupils
	
	X

	
	Extra-curricular
	X
	

	
	Adult special education
	X
	

	
	School lunches
	X
	

	Welfare
	
	

	
	Social services building maintenance
	X
	

	
	Social services and assistance
	
	X

	
	Public works
	X
	

	
	Integration of disabled residents
	
	X

	
	Management of social assistance for housing
	
	X

	Health
	
	
	

	
	Primary health care
	
	X

	
	Support to local services
	X
	

	
	Implementation of a local health plan
	
	X

	
	Enforcement of sanitation regulations
	
	X

	
	Refuse collection and recycling
	
	X

	Public Order
	
	

	
	Local public order programmes
	X
	

	
	Enforcement of alcohol and tobacco advertising prohibitions
	
	X

	
	Enforcement of construction site regulations
	
	X

	Social
	
	
	

	
	Establishment of cultural institutions
	
	X

	
	Care of riverbanks and designated cultural areas
	
	X

	
	Environmental protection
	
	X

	
	Development of sport
	X
	

	
	Development of tourism/recreation
	X
	

	
	Establishment of local nature reserves
	X
	

	
	Protection of local cultural heritage
	X
	

	
	Care of cemetaries
	
	X

	Economic
	
	

	
	Development of local business
	X
	

	
	Territorial planning
	
	X

	
	Planning for infrastructure, economic development etc.
	
	X

	
	Designation of addresses
	
	X

	
	Participation in regional development planning
	
	X

	
	Management of local government land and other assets
	
	X

	
	Organising heat and water supply
	
	X

	
	Regulation of market and public sales places
	
	X

	
	Issuing licenses
	
	X

	Transport
	
	

	
	Care of local roads
	
	X

	
	Organisation of local mass transport
	
	X


	Appendix 2: Revenues 1994-2002 (thousand litas)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	Total Revenue
	1,927,461
	2,532,720
	2,883,534
	2,959,709
	3,719,954
	3,207,977
	3,274,269
	3,233,895
	3,756,658

	Tax Revenue
	1,301,313
	1,765,464
	1,998,864
	1,968,072
	2,739,550
	2,904,116
	2,829,828
	2,803,503
	1,494,829

	   Personal income
	626,550
	1,259,438
	1,514,756
	1,530,555
	2,421,738
	2,576,394
	2,504,272
	2,511,614
	1,115,292

	   Corporate income
	213,660
	276,292
	216,483
	141,530
	285
	-
	-
	-
	43,749

	   Property taxes
	38,220
	156,841
	177,430
	216,857
	235,014
	246,606
	258,503
	284,409
	328,274

	      Land
	6,876
	13,985
	11,612
	15,945
	15,046
	18,795
	20,849
	23,065
	25,449

	      Land rent
	31,344
	74,036
	56,989
	53,120
	50,070
	47,452
	46,019
	47,266
	74,436

	      Real estate
	-
	68,820
	108,829
	147,792
	169,199
	178,210
	189,804
	211,826
	226,114

	      Estate, inheritance, and gift
	-
	-
	-
	-
	699
	2,149
	1,831
	2,252
	2,275

	   Other
	110,130
	72,893
	90,195
	79,130
	82,513
	81,116
	67,053
	7,480
	7,512

	      Stamp duty
	106,861
	67,901
	85,763
	73,667
	75,726
	73,526
	60,031
	-
	-

	      Market place duty
	3,269
	4,992
	4,432
	5,463
	6,787
	7,590
	7,022
	7,480
	7,514

	Non-Tax Revenue
	77,602
	80,863
	122,521
	138,713
	198,338
	175,350
	112,272
	117,226
	162,538

	Grants,  Loans and Transfers
	547,928
	686,367
	762,055
	852,581
	781,775
	128,433
	331,920
	302,932
	1,963,747*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grants from the state budget
	357,392
	498,068
	550,617
	481,112
	760,816
	125,660
	315,405
	 
	 

	Loans from the state budget
	15,376
	9,208
	2,500
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Loan from the World bank
	-
	-
	112,997
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Transfers from other budgets
	175,160
	179,091
	95,941
	371,469
	20,959
	2,773
	16,515
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sales of fixed capital assets
	618
	26
	94
	343
	291
	78
	249
	10,234
	 

	* - Forecast


Sources: Lietuvos Respublikos valstybinio valdymo įstaigų ir finansinių įmonių finansai 1994-1997. Lietuvos statistikos departamentas prie Lietuvos Respublikos Vyriausybės; Valstybės ir savivaldybės institucijų finansai 1998-2000. Lietuvos statistikos departamentas prie Lietuvos Respublikos Vyriausybės; Lietuvos apskritys 2001-2002. Lietuvos statistikos departamentas prie Lietuvos Respublikos Vyriausybės; www.finmin







� Only the capital city, Vilnius, is so large.
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		Elektrėnų		12407		13640.8		613.4		4.4968037065		4.5

		Ignalinos raj.		9715		11804.7		583.3		4.9412522131		4.9

		Jonavos raj.		20894		24905		196.3		0.7881951415		0.8

		Joniškio raj.		12328		14337.3		313.8		2.1886966165		2.2

		Jurbarko raj.		14126		16066.7		469.1		2.9197034861		2.9

		Kaišiadorių raj.		20234		21991.6		82		0.3728696411		0.4

		Kalvarijos		5180		5878		117.3		1.9955767268		2

		Kauno m.		165492		187723.8		11633.9		6.1973495103		6.2

		Kauno raj.		27794		32641.8		1603.2		4.9114938514		4.9

		Kazlų Rūdos		5674		6522.4		65		0.9965656813		1

		Kėdainių raj.		26050		30275.5		267.4		0.8832224076		0.9

		Kelmės raj.		15461		17384		181.1		1.0417625403		1

		Klaipėdos m.		92840		111029.4		1792.2		1.6141670585		1.6

		Klaipėdos raj.		18688		23600.9		1419.9		6.0162959887		6

		Kretingos raj.		16413		19116		724.4		3.7894957104		3.8

		Kupiškio raj.		10035		11394.8		462.3		4.0571137712		4.1

		Lazdijų raj.		10521		11372.3		64.3		0.5654089322		0.6

		Marijampolės		28970		32849.4				0		0

		Mažeikių raj.		26427		26163.2		511		1.953125		2

		Molėtų raj.		10590		12027		271.8		2.2599151908		2.3

		Neringos		8819		12138.9		316		2.6032012785		2.6

		Pagėgių		4640		4961.1				0		0

		Pakruojo raj.		11908		13284.1		226		1.7012819837		1.7

		Palangos m.		16837		16770.5		473.4		2.8228138696		2.8

		Panevėžio m.		51398		53438.7		1605.9		3.0051254989		3

		Panevėžio raj.		16903		19478.9		66.6		0.341908424		0.3

		Pasvalio raj.		13368		15926.4		923.7		5.7998040989		5.8

		Plungės raj.		16231		18614		1021		5.4851187278		5.5

		Prienų raj.		12785		14270.1		68		0.4765208373		0.5

		Radviliškio raj.		19448		22006.1		271		1.2314767269		1.2

		Raseinių raj.		16830		18766.7		604		3.2184667523		3.2

		Rietavo		3967		4446		161		3.6212325686		3.6

		Rokiškio raj.		16478		19213.3		472.6		2.4597544409		2.5

		Šakių raj.		14735		16824		160.3		0.9528055159		1

		Šalčininkų raj.		14098		15245.8		29		0.1902163219		0.2

		Šiaulių m.		54791		65786		5238.1		7.9623324112		8

		Šiaulių raj.		18728		21305.2		184.5		0.8659857687		0.9

		Šilalės raj.		11958		13125.3		151.9		1.1573068806		1.2

		Šilutės raj.		20122		23623.9		620.3		2.6257307219		2.6

		Širvintų raj.		7738		8677		209.8		2.4178863663		2.4

		Skuodo raj.		10470		11529.1		166		1.4398348527		1.4

		Švenčionių raj.		12321		14573.5		1098.2		7.5355954301		7.5

		Tauragės raj.		19021		22638.1		2009		8.874419673		8.9

		Telšių raj.		20027		21629.2		226		1.0448837682		1

		Trakų raj.		14625		15849.4		330.3		2.0839905612		2.1

		Ukmergės raj.		17647		20955.9		358.9		1.7126441718		1.7

		Utenos raj.		24087		26046.2		288.3		1.1068793144		1.1

		Varėnos raj.		12298		14059.4		468.9		3.335135212		3.3

		Vilkaviškio raj.		17819		20041.3		144		0.7185162639		0.7

		Vilniaus m.		271929		302489.1		2205.6		0.7291502405		0.7

		Vilniaus raj.		29920		32955.2		204.1		0.6193256299		0.6

		Visagino		22686		22974.6		707.9		3.0812288353		3.1

		Zarasų raj.		9428		10572.1		115		1.0877687498		1.1

		IŠ VISO:		1489668		1685010.9		47171		2.7994477662		2.8





2 yrs

						Revenue from user fees						As % of total revenue										Sum of

																Beginning 2001						user fee

						2002		2003		Density		2002		2003		Population		Area		Density		revenue %

				Tauragės raj.		1592		2009		44.7082273113		7.3		8.9		52711		1179		44.7082273113		16.2

				Šiaulių m.		1935.3		5238.1		1652.8765432099		3.1		8		133883		81		1652.8765432099		11.1

				Švenčionių raj.		967.8		1098.2		19.5833333333		7		7.5		33135		1692		19.5833333333		14.5

				Anykščių raj.		975.9		1054.8		19.8674220963		6.1		6.5		35066		1765		19.8674220963		12.6

				Kauno m.		8456.2		11633.9		2413.6496815287		4.7		6.2		378943		157		2413.6496815287		10.9

				Klaipėdos raj.		1292.8		1419.9		34.5958083832		5.8		6		46220		1336		34.5958083832		11.8

				Pasvalio raj.		924.3		923.7		27.0907680372		6		5.8		34920		1289		27.0907680372		11.8

				Plungės raj.		996.3		1021		39.9728506787		5.3		5.5		44170		1105		39.9728506787		10.8

				Kauno raj.		512.1		1603.2		54.5554812834		1.7		4.9		81615		1496		54.5554812834		6.6

				Ignalinos raj.		478		583.3		15.3863636364		2.9		4.9		23018		1496		15.3863636364		7.8

				Alytaus m.		1821		1868.3		1787.275		4.7		4.7		71491		40		1787.275		9.4

				Elektrėnų		787.1		613.4		53.7602230483		5.1		4.5		28923		538		53.7602230483		9.6

				Alytaus raj.		453.7		558.6		23.1994301994		3.5		4.1		32572		1404		23.1994301994		7.6

				Kupiškio raj.		267		462.3		22.8037037037		2.4		4.1		24628		1080		22.8037037037		6.5

				Kretingos raj.		811.9		724.4		46.1961577351		4.4		3.8		45688		989		46.1961577351		8.2

				Akmenės raj.		347		481		35.8068720379		2.8		3.6		30221		844		35.8068720379		6.4

				Rietavo		154		161		18.2542662116		3.5		3.6		10697		586		18.2542662116		7.1

				Varėnos raj.		94.6		468.9		14.0383228133		0.7		3.3		31137		2218		14.0383228133		4

				Raseinių raj.		167		604		28.0699300699		0.9		3.2		44154		1573		28.0699300699		4.1

				Visagino		605.1		707.9		3283.7777777778		6.1		3.1		29554		9		3283.7777777778		9.2

				Panevėžio m.		2313.4		1605.9		2394.98		4.1		3		119749		50		2394.98		7.1

				Jurbarko raj.		673.6		469.1		25.0736562707		4.1		2.9		37786		1507		25.0736562707		7

				Palangos m.		373.3		473.4		223.0759493671		2		2.8		17623		79		223.0759493671		4.8

				Druskininkų		174		419		56.0352422907		1.3		2.8		25440		454		56.0352422907		4.1

				Šilutės raj.		0		620.3		32.4161781946		0		2.6		55302		1706		32.4161781946		2.6

				Neringos		0		316		26.5111111111		0		2.6		2386		90		26.5111111111		2.6

				Rokiškio raj.		515.8		472.6		23.4759269507		2.8		2.5		42421		1807		23.4759269507		5.3

				Širvintų raj.		121.3		209.8		22.3035320088		1.5		2.4		20207		906		22.3035320088		3.9

				Molėtų raj.		306.2		271.8		18.557748538		2.6		2.3		25387		1368		18.557748538		4.9

				Joniškio raj.		182.1		313.8		27.7100694444		1.3		2.2		31922		1152		27.7100694444		3.5

				Trakų raj.		246.4		330.3		30.940397351		1.5		2.1		37376		1208		30.940397351		3.6

				Mažeikių raj.		594.5		511		55.1606557377		2		2		67296		1220		55.1606557377		4

				Kalvarijos		85.9		117.3		31.4807256236		1.6		2		13883		441		31.4807256236		3.6

				Ukmergės raj.		540.7		358.9		34.8752688172		2.8		1.7		48651		1395		34.8752688172		4.5

				Pakruojo raj.		203		226		22.3844984802		1.6		1.7		29458		1316		22.3844984802		3.3

				Birštono		120.6		102.3		43.8629032258		2.1		1.7		5439		124		43.8629032258		3.8

				Klaipėdos m.		1245.7		1792.2		1968.9183673469		1.1		1.6		192954		98		1968.9183673469		2.7

				Skuodo raj.		60		166		28.0954994512		0.5		1.4		25595		911		28.0954994512		1.9

				Radviliškio raj.		399		271		31.8948012232		1.9		1.2		52148		1635		31.8948012232		3.1

				Biržų rajono		163.5		190		23.9952574526		1		1.2		35417		1476		23.9952574526		2.2

				Šilalės raj.		151.9		151.9		26.5740740741		1.2		1.2		31570		1188		26.5740740741		2.4

				Utenos raj.		335		288.3		40.7737998373		1.4		1.1		50111		1229		40.7737998373		2.5

				Zarasų raj.		163.5		115		17.1109445277		1.6		1.1		22826		1334		17.1109445277		2.7

				Telšių raj.		229		226		40.1125781793		1		1		57722		1439		40.1125781793		2

				Kelmės raj.		273.8		181.1		23.9554252199		1.6		1		40844		1705		23.9554252199		2.6

				Šakių raj.		170.2		160.3		26.6682725396		1.1		1		38749		1453		26.6682725396		2.1

				Kazlų Rūdos		111.7		65		26.9135135135		1.8		1		14937		555		26.9135135135		2.8

				Kėdainių raj.		241.6		267.4		39.1932021467		0.9		0.9		65727		1677		39.1932021467		1.8

				Šiaulių raj.		205.6		184.5		28.5666851134		1		0.9		51620		1807		28.5666851134		1.9

				Jonavos raj.		165.4		196.3		55.3908898305		0.7		0.8		52289		944		55.3908898305		1.5

				Vilniaus m.		2385.1		2205.6		1381.3067331671		0.8		0.7		553904		401		1381.3067331671		1.5

				Vilkaviškio raj.		152.2		144		39.9062748213		0.8		0.7		50242		1259		39.9062748213		1.5

				Vilniaus raj.		199.7		204.1		41.6092062001		0.6		0.6		88586		2129		41.6092062001		1.2

				Lazdijų raj.		60.1		64.3		20.7249809015		0.5		0.6		27129		1309		20.7249809015		1.1

				Prienų raj.		99		68		34.639185257		0.7		0.5		35713		1031		34.639185257		1.2

				Kaišiadorių raj.		96		82		35.5850661626		0.4		0.4		37649		1058		35.5850661626		0.8

				Panevėžio raj.		69.3		66.6		19.6672785682		0.4		0.3		42855		2179		19.6672785682		0.7

				Šalčininkų raj.		40		29		26.3460764588		0.3		0.2		39282		1491		26.3460764588		0.5

				Marijampolės		305.9		0		93.8052980132		1		0		70823		755		93.8052980132		1

				Pagėgių		0		0		22.7337057728		0		0		12208		537		22.7337057728		0

				Total		37413.1		47171				2.3		2.8

								Mean				2.3		2.6

								Median				1.6		2.15

		2002 LT rev:		1634369.4				1st Q				0.9		1

								3rd Q				3.2		3.65

								Min				0		0

		Increase:		26.0815062104				Max				7.3		8.9

								LT mean				2.3		2.8





reg3

		SUMMARY OUTPUT						2001 User charge revenue as % of total revenue

		Regression Statistics

		Multiple R		0.2943409355

		R Square		0.0866365863

		Adjusted R Square		0.0708889413

		Standard Error		1.8457528381

		Observations		60

		ANOVA

				df		SS		MS		F		Significance F

		Regression		1		18.7427280563		18.7427280563		5.501558232		0.0224409161

		Residual		58		197.5946052771		3.4068035393

		Total		59		216.3373333333

				Coefficients		Standard Error		t Stat		P-value		Lower 95%		Upper 95%		Lower 95.0%		Upper 95.0%

		Intercept		2.0700419982		0.2565984564		8.0672425998		0		1.5564047666		2.5836792298		1.5564047666		2.5836792298

		Density		0.0007975261		0.0003400181		2.3455400726		0.0224409161		0.0001169064		0.0014781457		0.0001169064		0.0014781457





reg4

		SUMMARY OUTPUT						User charge revenue as % of total revenue

		Regression Statistics

		Multiple R		0.2073574277

		R Square		0.0429971028

		Adjusted R Square		0.0264970529

		Standard Error		2.0866708968

		Observations		60

		ANOVA

				df		SS		MS		F		Significance F

		Regression		1		11.3464982988		11.3464982988		2.6058771309		0.1118961057

		Residual		58		252.5433350346		4.3541954316

		Total		59		263.8898333333

				Coefficients		Standard Error		t Stat		P-value		Lower 95%		Upper 95%		Lower 95.0%		Upper 95.0%

		Intercept		2.474598703		0.2900911325		8.5304182924		0		1.8939186462		3.0552787597		1.8939186462		3.0552787597

		Density		0.0006205252		0.0003843992		1.6142729419		0.1118961057		-0.0001489328		0.0013899831		-0.0001489328		0.0013899831





reg 5

		SUMMARY OUTPUT						Sum of 2002 & 2003 % user charge revenues

		Regression Statistics

		Multiple R		0.2606865885

		R Square		0.0679574974

		Adjusted R Square		0.0518877991

		Standard Error		3.7432481207

		Observations		60

		ANOVA

				df		SS		MS		F		Significance F

		Regression		1		59.2552567332		59.2552567332		4.2289217932		0.0442491564

		Residual		58		812.6905766002		14.0119064931

		Total		59		871.9458333333

				Coefficients		Standard Error		t Stat		P-value		Lower 95%		Upper 95%		Lower 95.0%		Upper 95.0%

		Intercept		4.5446407012		0.5203902006		8.7331404327		0		3.5029673188		5.5863140836		3.5029673188		5.5863140836

		Density		0.0014180512		0.000689568		2.0564342424		0.0442491564		0.000037732		0.0027983705		0.000037732		0.0027983705





Corr sum

				Density		revenue %

		Density		1

		revenue %		0.2542914747		1





Corr 03

				2003		Density

		2003		1

		Density		0.1994868323		1





Corr 02

				2002		Density

		2002		1

		Density		0.2943409355		1
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