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FEGA: Role as
Coordination Body

FEGA: Role as Coordination Body

Checks by Monitoring

1 Coordination Body
18 Competent Authorities
18 Paying Agencies
18 Certification Bodies
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FEGA: Role as Coordination Body

Checks by Monitoring

Regional approach impacts on Checks by Monitoring Develpment
FEGA's coordination functions are rolled out mainly through
technical meetings with the autonomous communities. This
regional approach has a very positive impact on the
development of CbM in general and on the complex
implementation of the CbM Quality assessment in particular.
The sharing of problems in developing different monitoring
projects helps us find solutions for particular and variable
situations from different methodological approaches.
The multilateral discussion on the technical guidance drafts
generates the right environment for finding ways to go forward.
In other words, working in common facilitates the adoption of
the technical documents.

FEGA: Role as Coordination Body

1 Coordination Body
18 Competent Authorities
18 Paying Agencies
18 Certification Bodies

QA Implementation
• The QA aims to check the performance of the
automated part of CbM.
• It helps paying agencies to understand the Sentinelbased
detection
process
better,
identifying
weaknesses, and improving technical aspects.
• However, it is difficult to address the setting of the QA
initial parameters, especially when the CbM processing
procedure is complicated.
• Identifying the item decisions to check and the lot
definition is the most difficult and challenging part..
• The JRC involvement has been beneficial to help paying
agencies to define their Quality assessment approach
and setting-up.
• The collaborative testing that is undergone now should
prove the QA's ability to verify the CbM performance.
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FEGA: Role as Coordination Body

QA TECHNICAL COORDINATION

Up to October 2020
Early Stage Technical Drafts

Bilateral Meetings & joint meetings
with other Member States +
Comitees and GREX Meetings

Technical Discussion, Evaluation and Feedback
from Advanced Monitoring PAs and TRAGSATEC
QA execution, file Exchange and results
Viability Assesment, and Common Position
regarding proposed QA methodology

FEGA: Role as Coordination Body

QA TECHNICAL COORDINATION

Bilateral and Plenary Meetings

FEGA +
Commission +
JRC + Advanced
Paying Agencies

• JRC + FEGA + Advanced Monitoring PAs + Other MM.SS.
Comitees and Group of Experts Meetigs
3 Meetings Coordination Group
• Area Based Aid Regimes Control System
2 Meetings Work Group
• Monitoring Work Group
2 Meetings Advanced Work Group
• Advanced Monitoring Work Group
• PAs with own monitoring Project + Commission + JRC +
National Institute of Aerospace Technology + National
Geographic Institute + …

• Discussion regarding
Technical
implementation of
QA methodology

Work
Groups
(specific
technical
issues)

• FEGA + PAs
• Diffussion of general QA
information, importance
and results

Coordination
Groups
(Tematic)
• FEGA + PAs
• Incorporation of new QA in
procedures documents (not
yet).
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QA for FEGA
TRAGSATEC
Monitoring Project

INTRODUCTION

Checks by Monitoring use monitoring results to check the eligibility of parcels
in area related payment schemes as defined in the Article 40a of Commission
Implementing Regulation (EU) Nº 809/2014.
The process itself consists on check the reliability of the system by means of
controls over three different elements, the automatic detection/extraction of
information based on Sentinel data (STEP 1), eligibility checks (STEP 2) and
payment impact (STEP 3).
During 2020, the JRC is developing a methodology to perform quality control
on the entire system and Paying Agencies that went for Monitoring on 2019
are performing these test, following the JRC technical guidance.
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SITE SELECTION
In the quality assurance
test of 2019 CbM, the
assessed site was the one
located in the Autonomous
Community of Valencia and
only for Greening and VCS
for nuts schemes.
In Valencia site most of the
crops were permanent
crops,
92,6%.
Among
others, vineyards, almonds
trees and olive trees stand
out.

WORKFLOW
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SELECTED LOTS
Among the different schemes proposed by the JRC, the only one that was verified in
the FEGA-TRAGSATEC 2019 project was T4 lot (Crop identification during the season).
In Valencia site, the entire population that had a conclusive result after the automatic
phase was pre-selected (red or green traffic light) for the quality assurance trial.
This same population, as a cardinality check had not been performed, was used for P1
lot (Cardinality Pre-condition).
The population consisted of 22.187 GSAA with the following breakdown:
Scheme

GSAA

Greening

19.650

VCS Nuts

26

Both, Greening & VCS Nuts

2.511

SAMPLE RECEIPT
A GeoJSON file with the 22.187 GSAA
was generated and uploaded to the
JRC's ftp server on 27/07/2020.
On 30/07/2020, two GML files were
received, one for P1 and the other one for
T4, each of them with 1.095 points within
the population.
Only one of them was necessary, so the
one corresponding to T4 lot was selected
and both lots were analyzed with it.
With the received points, GSAA were
selected and the CAPI review was carried
out.
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STEP 1

STEP 1

During the STEP 1, only an assessment of the coincidence/non-coincidence between
what was observed in monitoring and the reality was made, obtaining two types of errors:
• Type I errors (α errors): Detected during monitoring and not detected during quality
control.
• Type II errors (β errors): Not detected during monitoring but detected during quality
control.
To find out if the tests for α and β errors were passed, tables based on the ISO 2859/2
standard were used. These tables give us the acceptance number for α and β errors and
theses values must not be passed for the sample size under study.
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STEP 1
P1 Results
For P1 lot (Cardinality pre-condition) matches between the GSAA geometry and
GSAA actual geometry in the images were checked.
In this case, the paired lot anylisis was not used.
P1 cardinality
GSAA/CbM

QA match
363

QA no match
2

SUM
365

Only 2 GSAA were found wrong and in both cases due to the presence of two
different uses inside the GSAA.

STEP 1

T4 Results
For T4 lot (Crop identification during the season), images
response compatibility with declared crop was checked. For
T4 lot, three different analysis have been done:
• Analysis using Sentinel-2.
• Analysis using Sentinel-2 + Spot-7.
• Analysis using Sentinel-2 + Spot-7 + Field visit data.
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STEP 1
T4 Results – Analysis using Sentinel-2

α error test:
N0. = false positives (n10) + true negatives (n00) = 9 + 5 =14  For a sample of N0=14, the acceptance number AC0 is set
to 0.
In order to pass the test, the number of false positives should be less than or equal to the acceptance number n10 ≤AC0. In
our case:
n10 = 9 and AC0 = 0  Test fails
β error test:
N1. = true positives (n11) + false negatives (n01) = 350 + 1 =351  For a sample of N1 = 351, the acceptance number AC1
is set to 27.
In order to pass the test, the number of false negatives should be less than or equal to the acceptance number n01≤AC1. in
our case:
n01 = 1 and AC1 = 27  Test pass

STEP 1
T4 Results – Analysis using Sentinel-2 + Spot-7

α error test:
N0. = false positives (n10) + true negatives (n00) = 13 + 4 =17  For a sample of N0 = 17, the acceptance number AC0 is
set to 0.
In order to pass the test, the number of false positives should be less than or equal to the acceptance number n10 ≤AC0.
In our case:
n10 = 13 and AC0 = 0  Test fails
β error test:
N1. = true positives (n11) + false negatives (n01) = 346 + 2 =348  For a sample of N1 = 348, the acceptance number
AC1 is set to 27.
In order to pass the test, the number of false negatives should be less than or equal to the acceptance number n01≤AC1.
In our case:
n01 = 2 and AC1 = 27  Test pass
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STEP 1
T4 Results – Analysis Sentinel-2 + Spot-7 + Field visit data

α error test:
N0. = false positives (n10) + true negatives (n00) = 16 + 4 = 20  For a sample of N0 = 20, the acceptance number AC0
is set to 0.
In order to pass the test, the number of false positives should be less than or equal to the acceptance number n10 ≤AC0.
In our case:
n10 = 16 and AC0 = 0  Test fails
β error test:
N1. = true positives (n11) + false negatives (n01) = 343 + 2 =345  For a sample of N1 = 345, the acceptance number
AC1 is set to 26.
In order to pass the test, the number of false negatives should be less than or equal to the acceptance number
n01≤AC1. In our case:
n01 = 2 and AC1 = 26  Test pass

STEP 1

As a general rule the errors found were located in small
GSAA.
During this analysis it was found that the more accurate the
used data were, the more errors were detected. β errors were
always inside the threshold but α errors were over the
number of acceptance always no matter the data used during
the analysis.
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STEP 2

STEP 2
STEP 2 relates the STEP 1 detection errors to eligibility.
In order to be able to assess how each type of error affects, it is necessary to know
what type of scenario we are in, if in a manifestation or absence scenario. These
scenarios are defined as:
• Manifestation scenario: The fact that the assessed issue is present in the GSAA
implies that it is eligible (eg. the coincidence of the declared crop with the actual
land use).
• Absence scenario: The fact that the assessed issue is not present in the GSAA
implies that it is eligible (eg. abandonment is not observed).
In the case of greening and VCS for nuts, we are in a manifestation scenario, that is,
the crop have to be present to confirm the elegibility.
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STEP 2
Within each scenario two types of errors have been defined:
• Abatable error: Those in which the farmer can complaint for being an unfavorable
situation for him and therefore correct the error.
• End-stage error: Those in which the farmer will not complaint for being a favorable
situation for him and therefore the error will remain without correction.

STEP 2

In a manifestation scenario, false negatives will be abatable errors while false
positives will be end-stage errors.
In a manifestation scenario false negatives have to be affordable due to they will
trigger the reaction of the beneficiary, but they will not produce an undue
payment. Conversely, in a manifestation scenario false positives are all of them
end-stage errors and thus may produce a possible financial risk.
To find out if the tests for abatable and end-stage were passed, tables based on
the ISO 2859/2 standard were used. These tables give us the acceptance
number (ACa and ACe) and theses values must not be passed for the entire
sample under study.
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STEP 2
STEP 2 Results – Analysis using Sentinel-2

Abatable errors test:
For a sample size of 365 items, the acceptance number for abatable errors ACa is set to 3.
In order to pass the test, the number of abatable errors should be less than or equal to the acceptance number na ≤ACa. In
our case:
na = 1 and ACa = 3  Test pass
End-stage errors test:
For a sample size of 365 items, the acceptance number for end-stage errors ACe is set to 12.
In order to pass the test, the number of end-stage errors should be less than or equal to the acceptance number ne ≤ACe.
In our case:
ne = 9 and ACe = 12  Test pass

STEP 2
STEP 2 Results – Analysis using Sentinel-2 + Spot-7

Abatable errors test:
For a sample size of 365 items, the acceptance number for abatable errors ACa is set to 3.
In order to pass the test, the number of abatable errors should be less than or equal to the acceptance number na ≤ACa. In
our case:
na = 2 and ACa = 3  Test pass
End-stage errors test:
For a sample size of 365 items, the acceptance number for end-stage errors ACe is set to 12.
In order to pass the test, the number of end-stage errors should be less than or equal to the acceptance number ne ≤ACe. In
our case:
ne = 13 and ACe = 12  Test fails
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STEP 2
STEP 2 Results – Analysis using Sentinel-2 + Spot-7 + Field visit data

Abatable errors test:
For a sample size of 365 items, the acceptance number for abatable errors ACa is set to 3.
In order to pass the test, the number of abatable errors should be less than or equal to the acceptance number na ≤ACa. In
our case:
na = 2 and ACa = 3  Test pass
End-stage errors test:
For a sample size of 365 items, the acceptance number for end-stage errors ACe is set to 12.
In order to pass the test, the number of end-stage errors should be less than or equal to the acceptance number ne ≤ACe. In
our case:
ne = 16 and ACe = 12  Test fails

STEP 2

Abatable errors passed the test no matter the data used
during the trial but in the case of end-stage errors if Sentinel
data is the only data used during the trial the test was passed
but if more accurate data were used, such as HHR imagery
and field data, the test was failed and end-stage errors
implies an incorrect payment with a possible risk for the Fund.
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