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1. Introduction and participants 
 
These minutes try to collect the different comments and discussions treated during the 
session but comments are not personalized, trying to report the general thoughts and 
most of consensus. 

 
During the session have been an introduction presentation and four presentations from 
MS: 
 

 Introduction, Csaba Wirnhardt. EC-DG JRC 

 Challenges and administration of grassland in Denmark, Mette Holst Nielsen, 
The Danish Agricultural Agency. 

 Management of permanent grassland in Catalonia (Spain), Laura Ruana 
Pavon, Paying agency of Catalonia – chair/moderator. 

 Pro-rata grassland in Slovenia, Aleksandra Žigo, Ministry of Agriculture, 
Forestry and Food, Slovenia. 

 Pastures pro-rata coefficients Semi–automatic classification in Italy, Livio Rossi, 
on behalf of AGEA. 

 
The session started with the introduction presented by Csaba Wirnhardt, with the aim of 
having a minimum and common background for the discussions and with the 
presentations of all the group members. During all the session there where very 
interesting discussions where presentations and the specific topics they were intertwined 
generating a productive debate. 
 

 

Participants 

 

Csaba Wirnhardt. European Commission - DG JRC. 

Laura Ruana Pavon. Paying Agency of Catalonia, Spain. Direct payments, LPIS and 
Cross-compliance 

Claudia Kosters. IFAP, Portugal. Controls. 

Mohamed El Aydam European Commission - DG AGRI (D3). 

Andrea Furlan. European Commission - DG AGRI (D2). Greening team. 

Stiphout Rene RVO, Netherlands. 

Antonioni Paolo Agea O.P., Italy. Rural development, cross-compliance. 

Magdalena Baranowska. ARiMR, Poland. On the spot checks, GPS signal 

Elin Mattsson. Swedish board of agriculture. On the spot checks. 

Mette Holst Nielsen. Danish Agricultural Agency. P. grassland classification. 

Martin Horndasch. Bavarian State Ministry for Agriculture, Food and Forestry, 
Germany. On the spot checks. 

Jean-Pierre Godfrin. Département Police et Contrôles, Wallonia, Belgium. On the spot 
checks. 

Martynas  Ručinskas. National Paying Agency, Lithuania. On the spot checks. 

Laurent Percheron. Ministere de l'agriculture, France. 
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Dace Blüma. Latvia. Rural Support Service. 

Andrews Sttruthers. Scottish Government. On the spot checks, mapping. 

Calvin McCoy. Mallon Technology, Ireland 

Samanta Doneva. Agency for Financial Support in Agriculture and Rural development, 
Macedonia. Remote Sensing 

Aleksandra Žigo. AAMRD, Slovenia. Direct payments, control sensing. 

Igor Plesa. Paying Agency for Agriculture- Fisheries and Rural Development, Croatia. 
Checks for greening. 

Livio Rossi, e-Geos spa, Italy.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Specific topics 
 
 

2.1 Understanding landscape and types of permanent grassland. 
 
Great diversity of pasture types between the countries was reflected. Thus, classification 
and concerns are also different. 
Commenting different permanent grassland RP examples different issues came up: 
Causes to reduce the eligibility coefficient. For example, in some countries slope is a 
cause to reduce the eligibility area, in others, it does not affect the eligible area. 
Pastures and trees. There is a debate about the limit between a pasture with trees and 
forest land and how the presence of trees affect the eligibility of the pastures. 
In some cases, in the orthophotos cannot be appreciated the grassland under the trees. 
There are different position among member states. Some MS have restrictive criteria 
due to their experience with audits, and other states are more flexible with pastures with 
trees. Although this difference of criteria, there is a consensus that if OTSC is proved 
there is a real agricultural activity under canopy, then this area/RP should be 
eligible. 
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Analysis at EU level (e.g. greening evaluation1) showed that the areas of permanent 
grassland included in the system (in particular for permanent grassland ratio as set out 
in Article 45(2) of Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013) depend not only from requirements at 
EU level but also on Member State choices on eligibility. Such choices include use of 
pro-rata system, thresholds for trees and shrubs, inclusion of grazable trees etc. 
The effect of such Member State choices should be carefully considered also from an 
environmental point of view, as permanent grassland included in the system can benefit 
from the protection under greening, which is not the case for ineligible areas.  
 

Proposal: More flexibility if it’s proved that there is an effective agricultural activity 

 
Definition of forestland. Sometimes the classification made for management of IACS 
does not match with the national law definitions. Therefore, is important to understand 
the context when referring to forestland, because they can be definitions made with 
different objectives. 
 
PG Classification; distinction between arable land (AL) and permanent grassland (PG) 
and its relation with 2nd pilar commitments. 
 
Currently same types of parcels, with the same cover and being PG for years can have 
a different classification due to AECM  (Agri-Environment-Climate Measures); areas 
where the commitment is given before 2005 is by definition arable land. Example: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As areas which look the same, and has and always will been grass, have to be treated 
differently from other permanent grass areas, depending only on when the first 
commitment has been given, the following proposal is made: 
 
 

Proposal: To change the PG guideline and let each farmer to decide whether the land 
has to be classified as AL or PG  

 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 Greening evaluation report available at https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/evaluation/market-and-
income-reports/greening-of-direct-payments_en 
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2.2 Pro-rata as compared to delineation of scattered ineligible features. 
pros and cons. 

 
 
Pros 
 

• Easier and more realistic representation 

• Less workload in editing geometries 

• More continuous LPIS reference (without “holes”) 
• It allows making reductions caused by non-specific ineligible areas (like 

slope, aridity) 
• More flexible 

• Only option for very scattered non-eligible elements/areas 

• Environmental approach 
 
 
Cons 

• More difficult determination 

• Automatic model needed 

• New technologies creates the need to update the models. Same results? It 
may conflict with the necessary LPIS stability for grants management 

• In big parcels can be difficult to review  
 
There is a consensus that pro-rata allows a more flexible and accurate management of 
permanent grassland. Even if most of the parcels have high % of eligible area, it allows 
having a tool to adjust areas for specific casuistry. 
 
Pro-rata is presented also a better system for environment, as it favors the maintenance 
of the landscape features. 
 
After being asked, all the presenters express their intention to maintain the application 
of the pro-rata system. 
 

2.3 Pro-rata: systematic and sporadic approach - do we understand them 
correctly? 

 
As it is shown in the following map, there are MS without pro-rata (“geometric” in the 
map), MS with sporadic approach pro-rata system and with systematic. 
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Even this methods classification, it is discussed that MS methodologies it may not match 
with the exact definition of the two approaches detailed in the JRC TG. However, it should 
be a flexibility and according to its characteristics, each MS should implement the best 
methodology, being the most important thing that the determination of the final eligible 
area is correct. 
 

Conclusion: Metodology should be flexible to apply to each country 

 
 

2.4 Where is the borderline between grassland parcels with more than 50% 
ineligible features and abandoned, non-eligible parcels? MS 
interpretations. 
 

The context is very important to decide if a parcel has more than 50% of ineligible 
features (but still eligible) or is abandoned/non-eligible.  
 
More than 50% ineligible (still eligible): 

• Pasture vocation 
• Cause of low GEC: ↑Slope 
• Cause of low GEC: Rocky 
• Activity/evidences of activity/good condition of the land 
• Previous years orthophoto evidences activity 
• Environment 
• Accessible for animals 

 
Abandoned/non-eligible 

• No pasture vocation 
• No activity 
• Previous years orthophoto evidences lack of activity 
• Environment (between roads, not accessible for animals) 
• Not accessible 

 
In North countries, most of the permanent grasslands have very high pro-rata coefficients 
and do not have the challenge of doing this distinction. In Mediterranean and Central 
countries is more probable to have parcels with more than 50% of ineligible features. 
 
The European Commission (EC) considers more than 50% ineligible parcels a risk: 
 
Percentage below a 50%-eligibility threshold with care: 

• substantial risk of error 
• difficult to justify the agricultural activity (accessibility for grazing animals)  
• difficult to identify the boundary between the agricultural area and the 

surrounding non-agricultural area  
 
According to these arguments, EC is evaluating from the approach of ineligibility due to 
vegetation (high density trees, bushes), but there can be other factors of a low % of 
eligibility that don’t affect the accessibility for grazing animal, neither the boundary 
between the agricultural area and the surrounding non-agricultural area. These factors 
can be for example slope and land with grassland with stones/rocks. 
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Also scattered non-herbaceous vegetation parcels can be cause of low eligibility 
coefficient (less than 50% eligible area) without affection to accessibility for grazing 
animal, neither the boundary between the agricultural area and the surrounding non-
agricultural area. 
 
 

Proposal: Do not consider Percentages below a 50%-eligibility as a risk, when despite 
the characteristics of the parcel, the Member State can justify that this is in good 
condition/with effective activity 

 
 

2.5 New definition of permanent grassland (omnibus). 
 
New definition of permanent grassland (due to the application of omnibus regulation): 
 
“(h)  permanent grassland and permanent pasture” (together referred to as “permanent 
grassland”) means land used to grow grasses or other herbaceous forage naturally (self-
seeded) or through cultivation (sown) and that has not been included in the crop rotation 
of the holding for five years or more, as well as, where Member States so decide, that 
has not been ploughed up for five years or more; it may include other species such as 
shrubs and/or trees which can be grazed and, where Member States so decide, other 
species such as shrubs and/or trees which produce animal feed, provided that the 
grasses and other herbaceous forage remain predominant. Member States may also 
decide to consider as permanent grassland: 
(i)      land which can be grazed and which forms part of established local practices where 
grasses and other herbaceous forage are traditionally not predominant in grazing areas; 
and/or 
(ii)     land which can be grazed where grasses and other herbaceous forage are not 
predominant or are absent in grazing areas;“; 
 
With this new definition, MS can decide to have permanent grassland parcels even when 
there is no grassland. (“Grassland without grass”). 
 
The main challenge is how to control the agricultural activity of non-herbaceous 
vegetation. It is more complicated than controlling grassland. Is it possible monitoring the 
grazing activity of shrubs/trees? 
 

Parcel with eligibility coefficient of 

44%. The reduction is caused for the 

stones. It is accessible for animals 

and structural elements for 

agricultural activity can be 

appreciated. 
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Participants are not planning to change their PG system because of the new definition 
of PG, although it is agreed that in some cases this new definition may make sense, 
especially in specific areas like the “dehesa” in Spain and some areas in Italy. 

 
 

2.6 Other topics 
 
GSAA Information to farmers 
According to the document of GSAA, the administrations should inform the beneficiaries 
the way that the pro-rata in PG parcels is calculated and determined, in order to give 
them tools to evaluate their appropriateness. This fact is a concern for some participants, 
as the system is a technical process and can be automatic and can be different for each 
parcel. It is commented that it should be explained in a general basis, for example to 
indicate which factors influence in the eligible area (slope, trees, etc. it will depend on 
the MS). The next day (30/05/2018), a representative of DG Agri D3 contesting to this 
issue, states that is not necessary to give a specific information for each parcel, that a 
general criteria and methodology should be enough. 
 
Monitoring of permanent grassland 
Sentinel-2 seems not to have enough resolution for monitoring PG and permanent crops 
(PC). 
 
Pro-rata criteria and PG ratio (greening) 
It is commented that if a MS change rules within a period in its PG system, it can produce 
a change of eligibility and alter the PG ratio (greening) not because ha of PG has change. 
It should be taken to account before changing criteria with PG. This possible change of 
rules can have also other consequences (Basic payment entitlements, etc.) 
 
PG and tolerance 
Currently there is no tolerance for PG. It can be the cause of “micro parcels” between 
arable land parcels and Landscape Features. This is hard for the farmers to understand, 
it gives more work for the farmers in terms of drawing fields, and it can mean that these 
areas are no longer eligible due to minimum size of parcels.  
 
 

Proposal: Possibility of applying tolerance or other mechanism in PG parcels, to avoid 
small areas of a different type. 

 
 

3. Common topics 
 

3.1 How to check bans? 
 
Ban of using pesticides in EFA parcels 
 
The ban of pesticides in EFA is very difficult to check and it seems going in an opposite 
direction of monitoring. Monitoring pretend to diminish number of field visits and for 
checking the ban of pesticides a field visit is needed.  
If the field visit is done much earlier than the harvest, you cannot be sure that pesticides 
are not used after it. If they are done after harvest, the ban is no longer valid. 
 

Suggestion: Checks should be better done with the presence of the crop (near the 
harvest but before it). 
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Harvest of some crops is done at the time single applications are finishing → short 
operating time 
 
A way to ensure making field visits before harvest could be implementing the obligation 
form the farmer to warn few days before harvesting. 
 
Signs of pesticide application: 

 Presence of “burnt” vegetation 

 Signs of wheels from pesticide application equipment 

 Death margins (it can be appreciated even after harvest) 

 Absence of weeds 

 Obvious residues in leaves 
 

Signs of pesticide NON-application: 

 Presence of beneficial fauna 

 Heterogeneous crop with presence of weeds 

 Absence of signs of wheels from pesticide application equipment 

 Absence of “burnt” vegetation 
 

Other proposals: 

 Checking the farm book and invoices (it is compulsory to write in it all the 
treatments). What if there is nothing written; Does it mean pesticides have not 
been used? 

 

 Samples: Foliar/soil samples to analyze can be taken. However, the detected 
pesticides could have their origin in other parcels. Additionally, making analysis 
has a cost economical and workload. 
 

 Is it possible checking ban of pesticides by Remote Sensing? Differentiated 
response? 

 
Conclusions: 

 It make sense then ban of PPP in EFA area 

 It is very difficult to be 100% sure of the application/non-application of PPP. 
Concern in law procedures. How to prove it? 

 The control plan could be a combination of tools (field visit, farm books, invoices, 
etc.) 

 More than checking bans, the effort should be done to make farmers be aware 
of the aim of EFA areas (prevention). 

 
Ban of grazing lying fallow land 
 
The ban of grazing lying fallow land is also difficult to check. Grazing is considered a 
productive activity and EFA cannot be used to produce. Thus, in EFA lying fallow, if grass 
is cut, it must remain in the field. 
 
 

3.2 What is missing in the current guidelines/TG? 
 

 Include more information about tolerances or other mechanisms to avoid small 
areas of a different type. Special approach on satellite images. 
 

 Timing of availability. They should be available early in order to prepare the IT 
systems and the procedures on time for the managements of applications. 
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 More examples of real controls (complete OTSC guide). 
 

 Change the PG guidelines and let each farmer decide whether the land has to be 
classified as AL or PG 

 
 
 

3.3 Suggestions to improve the format of the JRC events? 

 

 Some presentations have already been presented in previous conference and 
that makes the workshop to be repetitive. 
 

 Possibility to choose the working group. Some participants are in groups with 
topics non-related with their job. A part of the country, the area of work should be 
considered. 
 

 In order to be more prepared would be appreciated to know in advance the group. 
 

 To receive the presentations in advance would facilitate a better understanding 
of the workshop. 
 

 Try not to place the workshop/conferences the same days that other events (like 
committees). 


