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Proceedings  
 

The session on LPIS design was chaired by Thomas Harty from Ireland (LPIS custodian). The rapporteur was 
Lucie Savelkova from the Czech Paying Agency (LPIS user). The composition of the group provided good 
balance in term of diversity of the actors involved in the LPIS management cycle (LPIS custodians, Paying 
Agencies as the main LPIS users, technicians, industry, and academic). The session has two distinct parts – a 
set of introductory presentations, followed by an open discussion animated by the chair (moderator). In 
addition, there was an online pool enabled to collect some inputs from participants on what the “perfect 
LPIS” might look like. Since the topic of LPIS design is rather broad and relates to the topics discussed in the 
other sessions, a particular challenge was to streamline the discussion in order to focus on answering the 
specific questions outlined in advance. The short breaks foreseen were very useful to stimulate discussion in 
smaller groups. The critical success factor was the ability to have an open technical discussion on various 
details not tackled in depth so far. Despite the availability of the whole afternoon, the complexity of certain 
topics required more time than foreseen. 

 

The five topics were as follows: 

 Role of the established reference parcel typology in the current IACS/LPIS context 
 Organization of the information in LPIS and interaction between the internal and third-party "layers" 
 Approaches for the assembly of LPIS data for IACS crosschecks, as well as the integration of the area 

of GAEC LFs 
 Best practices for the validation of source data 
 The "maximum eligible area" - well established EU concept or MS-specific paradigm? 

 

Some additional topics were briefly tackled: 

 Can the “Hybrid LPIS” be possible?  
 Does the IXIT/MTS correctly describe the LPIS?   
 What is the smallest geographic entity involved in IACS interactions? 

Finally, each session group had to answer to a few generic questions, the results of which had to be compiled 
and presented separately during the plenary session. Due to the time constraint, these topics were discussed 
shortly at the end of the day. 

  



 

Speakers and Presentations 
 

Pavel Milenov from JRC started with an introductory presentation that aimed to provide the background and 
rationale for the five topics proposed. It started with an historic overview of the development and evolution 
of LPIS concept, stressing on the origin of the key concepts of the LPIS such as the type of reference parcel. 
The presentation highlighted the fact that the evolution of the concept did not always follow at adequate 
pace the changes in the policy demands and technological development. The conceptual and technical 
challenges require a revision of the user perception. It is clear that the initial “cartographic” and rather static 
LPIS dataset has gradually moved towards a dynamic “multi-layer” system capable to generate the necessary 
IACS information on-the-fly, while interacting with other (third-party) thematic “layers”. 

Then, Anne Peschon from LU presented the LPIS design in Luxembourg. A particular characteristic of this LPIS 
is that, although the “unit of land representing agricultural area” matches the agricultural parcel, the 
digitalization and maintenance of the reference parcel boundaries is primary a responsibility of the LPIS 
custodian. The farmer validates the results; however any input from farmer is verified by the LPIS custodian 
based on objective information only. There is a small amount of parcels (less than 3%) where multiple farmer 
declarations are possible. The LPIS contains also a detailed dataset of the stable EFAs. The upkeep of the LPIS 
is guaranteed by a systematic review of all reference parcels based on 3-year cycle and a parallel “sporadic 
feed” from the OTSC and farmer. There is no direct integration of the modifications of agricultural parcel into 
LPIS reference layer during declaration year – LPIS is strictly considered as fixed reference. Furthermore, 
farmers should provide an evidence for their rights to use the land in order to render the reference parcel as 
“active” and available for declaration in the pre-printed form. LU experienced certain challenges in 
interpreting the IXIT and fitting their LPIS in the “polychotomous” RP typology described and expressed in 
the IXIT structure.  

After that Csonka Bernadett from Hungary, shared her view on the recurring issues in LPIS from HU 
perspective that would require fine-tuning of the LPIS philosophy and methodology, laid down in JRC 
technical guidances. Despite the fact that reference parcel topology is well-known and well-established, 
there is still lack of clarity on how particular RP types are used in the GSAA for boundary localization. The LPIS 
is a multi-functional system where several scheme-related thematic layers interact. Still the type of reference 
parcel governs the LPIS update process. The increase of data content opens the room for more spatial and 
administrative controls. In such complex and dynamic context the type of reference parcel might become 
less important, at the expense of the rules for interaction, which often are less transparent. Most of the 
recurring issues are not related to technology, but are of legal or administrative origin (as for example, the 
land ownership or concept of multi-annual and seasonal eligibility). 

The forth presenter was Edvinas Aglinskas from Lithuania, who’s presentation was dedicated to the non-
core objects recorded and managed in LPIS. The target is to create an LPIS that would ensure the correct 
implementation of the CAP monitoring as a substitute of the OTSC. This requires also an optimization of the 
LPIS management. A key non-core LPIS dataset is the layer with stable EFAs. There are two types of EFAs:  (1) 
LPIS-related and (2) GSAA-related. The LPIS related are the stable EFAs, such as the ponds and ditches, which 
can be well identified on reference orthoimagery, but might be never declared. The GSAA-related are mostly 
the annual EFAs declared by farmer, such as land lying fallow and field margins, which are not stable by their 
nature. Both type of EFAs are subject to different data capturing and validation processes. The interaction of 
LPIS with third-party layers (NATURA 2000, LFA, Forest cadastre) remains big challenges, especially when 
these layers have different scope and subject to different specifications than LPIS. Future concerns are 
related to the (1) maintenance and quality assessment of the EFA layer, taking into account that its usefulness 



might be questionable, (2) LPIS maintenance in general, where guidelines from EC on existing “golden 
standards” would be appreciated. 

The last presenter was Beatrice Leteinturier from Belgium-Wallonie. She presented the pilot project on 
change detection in crop plots using SENTINEL imagery. The aims is to (1) help farmers when declaring 
through the GSAA to identify the new parcel sub-divisions within the physical block and (2) to spot incorrect 
land cover delineation within reference parcels with several agricultural land cover categories. The approach 
is based on the analysis of the standard deviation of NDVI derived from Sentinel-2 for every parcel. Results 
are promising; however there are some limitation such as the impact of clouds, influence of intercropping 
and the coarse spatial resolution, which does not allow direct update of parcel limits. Further perspectives 
are related to the use of Sentinel -1 (SAR) and application of segmentation. The aim is to adapt the result 
(with JRC and other MS support) into an operational process for the future check by monitoring. 

 

Outcomes of the discussion 
 

Role of the established reference parcel typology in the current IACS/LPIS context 
 

In the “early days” of the LPIS creation, the role of various reference parcel types as convenient “facilitators” 
of the agricultural parcel identification was successfully fulfilled. However, the role of reference parcel 
nowadays is different. Reference parcel should ensure above all correct reference for handling the system 
update and should support he farmer during declaration. The choice of a given reference parcel type defines 
the „author/stakeholder“ in charge and in control of primary data for the RP perimeter, taking into account 
that MS authority is always the body legally responsible for the system management. 
There is no new reference parcel typology; rather a refresh of the understanding of the current concept and 
its appropriate use in the current context.  
The choice of particular RP should be applied consistently over the territory covered by the particular LPIS 
implementation. There might be always a marginal number of cases where the application of the given choice 
would be challenging. Critical qualities of the RP boundaries are their stability and visibility. In any case the 
reference parcel as a geographic entity is not designed to cover and accommodate all possible information, 
since such data can be always kept in separate thematic layers and GSAA, and used in combination. The role 
of the RP is to provide the fixed and stable reference for the administrative cross-checks. 
However, there are still clarifications needed in IXIT and in technical guidance on LPIS update, on how to 
address the different LPIS elements and handle their interactions.  
 

Organization of the information in LPIS and interaction between the internal and 3rd party 
"layers" 
 

The interaction of LPIS with third-party layers (NATURA 2000, LFA, cadastre) remains a challenge. There are 
various technical issues (different cartographic scale, different specifications and accuracies) and 
administrative issues (different data owners and responsibilities for data upkeep). Certainly, there are no 
technological obstacles for managing different dataset into single GIS environment. The problem is the 
appropriateness of the adopted approaches. Spatial processing of the different layers as they are, such as 
intersection, spatial join, proximity assessment, is straightforward and largely used by EU MS in absence of 
more coherent guidances and methodology. However, such approach is often misleading, as third party data 
is usually collected for different purposes and is subject to different specifications. It is like comparing apples 



and pears. Thus, a thorough understanding the scope, meaning and purpose of the external data is of key 
importance; also, because data flow can move both ways since LPIS can act as input data for the 3rd parties.  
The availability of comprehensive, correct and standardized metadata could be of great help.  

 

Approaches for the assembly of LPIS data for IACS crosschecks 
 

EU Member States use different approached for the MEA calculation. As confirmed by IXIT results, some the 
adopted approaches are further complicated due to additional MS rules. When the generation of MEA 
requires intersections between different layers, EU MSs struggle with setting up rules, thresholds and 
minimum size of overlaps. Since these are up to the discretionary choice of the EU MSs, they vary greatly 
from country to country. In any case, findings from IACS crosschecks can be used for further LPIS update. 
Although the different thematic information and area values can be inbuilt in the RP, there is no need for it. 
They can be generated on-the-fly, using the specific thematic layers in combination with the RP.  

 

The "maximum eligible area" - well established EU concept or MS-specific paradigm? 
 

The maximum eligible area is a pan-EU concept, which is further constrained by specific MS rules. Most often 
these constrains originates from the cadastre. The intention to use the cadastre to verify whether the land is 
“at farmer’s disposal” is logical; however the fact this data has different purpose (taxation) and is not 
supposed to reflect the real land management creates an issue. Virtual boundaries are used as agricultural 
parcel delimiters, which creates problem for the follow-up OTS control and parcel traceability. Another issue 
is the handling of the so-called „temporary ineligible features“ and the dilemma whether to exclude them or 
not from the RP.   

Best practices for the validation of source data 
 
Information relevant for the LPIS management and update comes from different sources. For farmer´s 
requests for update, specific validation procedure is implemented in every MS. Data from external 
institutions (stakeholders) is also validated, however the LPIS custodian does not always have power to 
request modification if weaknesses are identified. 

 

Results from the online survey 
 

The online pool consisted of two questions related to the preferred author for the RP perimeter and to the 
preferred method for the inventory of the agricultural land. These questions “mimic” the first two qualifiers 
of the IXIT (A and B); the main difference is that instead of reporting particular EU MS choices, the participants 
were asked to indicate what they think the best approach would be.  

Most of the 21 participants provided their input to the online pool. Results are show in the two figures given 
below. 

More than 70% of the participants indicated that the RP perimeter and its ID should be delineated by the 
LPIS custodian or its contractor. The possibility for collaboration between LPIS custodian and third party 
institutions was also proposed. Only 13% indicated that the reference parcel should be provided directly by 



the farmer at the level of the individual agricultural parcel. This is an interesting result that might indicate 
that despite the presence of the GSAA and all possible external thematic data, MS Administration believes it 
should remain in control of the reference data used for the administrative cross-checks. Also it might be an 
indication of possible EU MS’s concerns that GSAA alone will not be sufficient to ensure an accurate farmer 
declaration. LPIS contains much more than just the outer extent of the block where the agricultural parcel is 
located. It provides at least information on the agricultural land cover, the landscape features and non-
agricultural features present.  

Similar, although not so apparent, tendency is observed with respect to preferences with the delineation of 
the agricultural land. Only one of the participants indicated that it should be directly delineated by the 
farmer. Most of the participants believe it should be either mapped by the LPIS custodian in isolation, or if 
provided by the farmer, it should be assisted (constrained) by other the other spatial data (LPIS or third-party 
layers).  

 

 

 

 



 

 

Follow-up Actions 
 

Due to the abundant information collected during the session that would require a thorough assessment, 
taking also into account the outcomes from the other sessions, no specific list of actions were identified. Also, 
most of the recurring issues hampering the LPIS performance (used of cadastre, interaction with third-party 
data) lay outside of the control of the LPIS stakeholder.  In any case, it was agreed that some more detailed 
explanation of the RP typology and its role in the current LPIS setup would be needed. DG JRC will take care 
of providing some further clarification on the subject in the IXIT and LPIS guidances. 

 


