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A variety of reasons have kept Lithuanian museums, as well as many other Eastern European museums, behind international best practice of collections mobility. The full range of obstacles that caused the situation were set out in the report “Lending to Europe”. The report was a great opportunity to look at the problem of collections mobility as a more complex issue than just simple lack of financial resources.
Discussion about the introduction of the Lithuanian indemnity scheme was based on some research on how those mechanisms work in other countries. Immediately we faced the problem of different general regulation regarding public funding, administration systems, etc. and of course it was quite complicated to have a comprehensive approach. It would have been good at that time to have what we have now - the inventory of national systems of public guarantees. But finally we decided that a model used by the United Kingdom was a good basis to start building our own system. Discussions were not easy and the final solution was made with some compromises. 
The decision to introduce a state indemnity scheme in Lithuania was made back in 2003. The scheme was designed to ensure the organization of high artistic quality exhibitions in Lithuanian museums, to encourage museums to participate in international cooperation, and to decrease costs of organizing such exhibitions. Furthermore, there was a clear understanding that the scheme should lead to increased confidence from museums partners abroad. 

Let’s look briefly at the main features of the indemnity scheme in Lithuania. The scheme covers only incoming loans, it is not a nail to nail scheme and only comes into force after crossing the border. But at the same time it is very good at covering risk. 
National and state funded museums and archives can apply for indemnity but there are limits. Single projects should not be less than one million Litas (290,000 euros) and the maximum amount for indemnity is 5 million Litas (1.4 million euros) per year. Applications are evaluated once a year, and must be submitted at the latest on 30 September of the year preceding the opening of the exhibition. There is no fee for the indemnity. 
There is a special expert commission which evaluates applications. Applicants are required to provide a guarantee that they will pay 1 percent of the value of the object in case of damage or loss, from their own budget. 
Also there is a rule allowing the expert commission to consider if the cultural institution follows the security and other standards it describes in its application. In case of any discrepancy, the Commission can recommend to the Minister of Culture that the indemnity is cancelled and the exhibition closed.  Cases of damage and loss are examined by the committee of experts together with a representative of the lending institution. 
These main features of the state indemnity scheme show you that there is quite a difference from other schemes. Since the scheme was introduced in 2003 the Minister of Culture of Lithuania has granted indemnity to 4 international exhibitions.  The approval was given in accordance with the evaluations by the expert commission.  The scheme is less than 3 years old, yet we are able to  draw certain conclusions.

So first of all, what are the achievements of the scheme? For sure, the possibility to use indemnity has encouraged museums to have more ambitious plans in organizing their activities. It has also helped to build trust between Lithuanian museums and their partners abroad. 
From this information you may have noticed that the introduction of the scheme did not boost the big number of international exhibitions which were using it (though during the time I refer to, there were a number of very significant projects not covered by the state indemnity). 

Here I want to mention another part of our experience. I am sure that in order to encourage collections exchange, all the main obstacles to the mobility should be taken into account. Indemnity alone will not work, if the states will not invest into the infrastructure, museums will not change their way of planning, and will not join the international networks.
One more thing we learned from other countries is that all systems should be constantly reviewed and revised according the rapidly changing environment.  The expert group was invited to evaluate the scheme and to propose amendments based on the most recent changes in the context of the EU, as well as on the idea to remove as many obstacles as possible with regard to the collections mobility. 

Final proposals will be presented at the end of the year, but I can mention the main ideas, that are being discussed by the group.  First of all, it is our objective to make the scheme open to a wider circle of institutions, which can  meet the criteria. Creating such an opportunity will hopefully influence qualitative developments in the municipal and regional museums sector. 
We need more flexibility in the application process. Experts would like to see another time frame set, making it  possible  to accept applications several times a year. We are also aware that valuation limits are very restrictive and stop us from presenting to our audience a lot of significant European heritage objects. 
Experts also discussed the problem of “nail to nail” indemnity.  We need to carry out  more consultation on this with our colleagues from the Ministry of Justice about the possible need to change some other national regulations. 

Though much remains to be done in developing the state indemnity scheme in Lithuania, I am convinced that it was a good idea to introduce it, albeit with some limitations. The experience we have built up is a good basis to make further steps towards the creation of a more flexible and more effective system. 

Thank you for your attention.
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