This note provides an overview on Greece’s implementation of the Integrated
Administration and Control System (IACS).
1.

GENERAL BACKGROUND ON IACS

Following the 1992 CAP Reform, which introduced direct aids to farmers, the number of
beneficiaries increased considerably, necessitating the setting-up of an Integrated
Administration and Control System (IACS).
By 1.1.1997 at the latest, all Member States had to have an IACS to manage and control
Community expenditure on area aid schemes (arable crops) and animal premium schemes,
comprising: a computerised database of holdings and aid applications; an administrative
system for processing aid applications to be subject to full and automated administrative
checks (i.e. 100%); a Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS) an Identification and
Registration (I&R) System for bovine and ovine/caprine, and a system to select the
farmers for on-the-spot inspection.
In the meantime, the Commission has reinforced the requirements with a view to improve
the control systems: IACS-compatibility1 from 1 January 2003, olive Geographical
Information System (GIS) from November 2003, IACS-GIS2 from 1 January 2005.
Since the 2005 reform the majority of the CAP schemes is administered and controlled
through this system. Under the Greek system, for financial year 2009 this is ±92% of the
EAGF payments; and ±87% of the EAFRD payments (figures in certified accounts).
The DG AGRI audits expenditure in all Member States and, in cases where it is
established that a risk to the Fund is caused by a Member State’s failure to exercise proper
control, it proposes financial corrections (i.e. refusal of Community financing) under
clearance of accounts procedures to be decided by ad hoc Commission Decisions.
So far, the total level of corrections for the failures in IACS represents 621 Mio EUR
(details see annex 1). The latest corrections proposed for Greece following weaknesses in
the IACS are in respect of claim years 2006 (±217 Mio) and 2007 (±117 Mio), bringing
the total to ±955 Mio EUR. Corrections for later years are in preparation.
Attention is also drawn to the fact that clearance of accounts audits invariably lead to
recommendations for improvement and that experience gained ensures active and practical
guidance to Member States through the spreading of best practice, expert groups and
management committee meetings.
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This requirement obliged to Member States to ensure that data regarding areas declared in an aid
system that was not part of IACS (e.g. olive oil, tobacco, cotton, rural development etc) could be
satisfactorily cross checked / exchanged with information in the IACS .
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To enhance the information provided to the farmer and available to the administration for th e
necessary checks and thus to ensure better protection of the financial interests of the Fund, as of
1.1.2005 Member States were required to have a LPIS within a Geographical Information System
(GIS).
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2.

DEFICIENCIES IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IACS IN GREECE

In July 2006, the Greek authorities, upon initiative of the Commission, drew up an action
plan indicating the measures to be taken and a time table, in view of applying correctly
IACS as soon as possible. This action plan was followed up by regular reporting from the
Greek authorities to the Commission services and an increased level of audit / assistance
missions by DG AGRI. Overall, since 2007 some 11 missions have been carried out on
this subject.
The main issues to be addressed were:
• The Claim procedure
A major cause of problems in Greece is the de-centralisation of the administration of
some parts of IACS. The farmer unions input the claim data supposedly under the
supervision of the agricultural offices of each Nomos.
Yet, it was found that the system for processing aid applications and inspection
results was defective, because data could still be changed in the system without
proper procedures and records after the deadline for the submission of the claims.
To remedy this weakness, the Greek authorities introduced a new procedure for the
submission of claims for the single payment aid scheme in order to ensure security of
data and to protect it from unauthorized modifications. This was done as of claim
year 2006.
• On-the-spot checks
The classical on-the-spot checks, performed by the 56 Nomi, were seriously
deficient. Although checks were performed annually at levels significantly above the
regulatory minimum, their timing, quality and reporting of results was systematically
poor.
To improve the situation there was a gradual taking over of the responsibility for the
classical on-the-spot checks from the Nomi by OPEKEPE (regional) staff. Finally as
of claim year 2009, all classical on-the-spot checks are carried out by OPEKEPE.
At the same time, and to compensate the weaknesses in the IACS-GIS (cf. infra)
Greece increased the level of on-the-spot checks to 8% in claim year 2007 and 10%
in claim year 2008, by inter alia making more use of remote sensing checks.
• Animal Identification & Registration (I&R)
For bovines, the I&R the situation improved significantly for claim year 2002
(financial year 2003) when the I&R bovine database was finally put in place to enable
automated cross-checks. However, it was only as from claim year 2003 (financial
year 2004) that the situation could be considered as broadly compliant with
regulatory control requirements, albeit with some deficiencies dealt with under the
clearance of accounts.
There was still an issue as regards the timely update of the information in the
database in respect of animal movements. Since 2009, following the measures taken,
the delay in the updating of information regarding to animals arriving and leaving the
farms is minimal.
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It has to be recalled that following the CAP reform, Greece has decoupled the animal
premia, so that the I&R of animals is relevant only for cross-compliance and Art.68
of R.73/2009 (specific types of farming and quality production).
• Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS)
Following efforts in earlier years, in 2005 all agricultural reference parcels were
identified in an alphanumeric way. This enabled Greece to perform the required
computerised crosschecks.
Yet, with the introduction of the new regulatory provisions regarding the
introduction of the IACS-GIS applicable as from 1.1.2005, the system Greece had
implemented by 2005 was again not compliant with applicable legislation.
Furthermore, the information used to perform the regulatory crosschecks was now
based on (too) old information3, leading to cross-checks no longer being conclusive.
Therefore, as part of the action plan, Greece developed a new LPIS-GIS, using the
most recent ortho-imagery available and complying with the technical standard
currently required. After lots of effort by the Greek authorities, this new LPIS-GIS
was, as planned, finalised by 31.12.2008, with its roll-out to the intervening services
in February 2009.
This system has now been used for the first time in the 2009 claim year. Effective use
of the information in the payment system, including the quality of the information in
the LPIS-GIS, will be subject to audit in 2010.
3.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW SYSTEM IN 2009
Under the new 2009 claim lodging procedure the farmer has to provide the claim
data at the farmer union in alpha-numeric (area / crop etc) and in digital form (parcel
claimed drawn on a map into the new LPIS-GIS). This method will ensure that
farmers are in a better position to declare correctly the land claimed and that the
Funds are better controlled. Instructions to farmers foresaw that a claim was only
eligible if both alphanumeric and digital data are provided.
As 2009 was the first year of application of the new system, all parcels on which the
farmers claimed aid had to be digitised; as of claim year 2010 only the parcels which
have changes will have to be digitised, which will represent a considerable time saver
(cf. point 4).
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Ortho-photos (taken by airplane or satellite) are often too out of date to be sufficiently accurate for
control purposes, risking serious errors in identifying agricultural blocks that are used as reference
parcels in the cross-checks i.e. vegetation encroachment, failure to exclude or even identify (new)
ineligible features like forest, buildings, roads, etc.
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Due to different reasons the farmers did not provide the digital part of their
application in time. Possible reasons for this were: problems at the farmer unions,
farmers being reticent to apply for the first time under this new system, land claimed
for many years was now found to be claimed in an ineligible part of the reference
parcel, no sufficient clear message to farmers that land would be ineligible if not
digitised in time. The digital data were not available at OPEKEPE in due time: in
September, OPEKEPE had received 19.6% of parcels declared in digital form; end
November 54%; mid-December it was 60%.
To ensure that all claims would be eligible for financing and to ensure that the 2010
claim year would not be affected by the late recording of 2009 data, the Commission
took a specific legislative action (R.691/2010). This consisted in fixing a new
deadline after which the non-digitised parcels would not be admissible anymore. This
date was 31.1.2010 for the whole of Greece (with the exceptions of the islands, for
which the date was 15.2.2010).
From the latest mission done in early March 2010, it seems that all real problems for
claim year 2009 were solved although with considerable delay. It is of course
imperative that any payments made by OPEKEPE include only farmers / parcels for
which the checks did not reveal anomalies requiring further follow-up.
A first payment batch was made on 18.3.2010 for 737.565 beneficiaries amounting to
1.856 Mio EUR (1.902 Mio EUR reduced by modulation). Three Nomi (Corfu,
Kilkis, Lakonia) were excluded because problems had to be solved first. This amount
represents ±80% of the 2.380 Mio 2009 SPS ceiling.
The remainder of the parcels will be paid after the problems are solved following
contact with the farmers, the farmer unions or the (regional/local) OPEKEPE offices.
The effect of the situation on the 2009 payments i.e. the delay in the integration of
the parcel details in the system, the (non)-timely performance of the cross checks and
the on-the-spot checks, the quality of these checks and the correct application of the
sanctions will be looked at in the clearance of accounts procedure.
4.

USE OF THE SYSTEM IN 2010 – CHALLENGES AHEAD
DG AGRI's mission carried out in March 2010 analysed furthermore 2 concerns in
respect of the claim lodging for 2010
• Work on the digitisation of agricultural parcels
One of the main advantages of the new claim system is that for farmers
without changes to their parcels compared to the 2009 claim, digitising of their
2010 parcels is no longer needed.
Consequently, the main determining factor for the correct and timely lodging
of the claims is the number of parcels for which changes will have to be
digitised by the responsible body. These changes stem from: parcels not
digitised in 2009 (± 0.5%); ; the normal changes in the agricultural terrain
(evaluated by Greece to affect 11.5% of parcels) parcels found over-claimed in
the 2009 exercise following checks and requiring change in boundary
(evaluated by Greece to affect 8.6% of parcels).
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Although a high number of changes is "normal" after the first year of
implementation, it is clear that, changing 1.3Mio parcels (±20% of parcels
declared), is a challenge.
Yet, taking into account the experience between December 2009 and end
January 2010 this is considered feasible, provided that the work is well
organised, supervised and timely started.
• Body responsible for claim lodging
Following criticism of the Greek court of auditors, and taking into account the
outcome of the 2009 experience, Greece has to review its claim procedure
applied so far in that it cannot "automatically" be the farmer unions that are
"appointed" responsible for the claim lodging.
Consequently, for the 2010 claim lodging the authorities considered 4
alternatives/options: the farmer unions (associated in PASEGES); a body
representing the agronomist / topographic chambers; a bank; or the regional
/local OPEKEPE offices.
However, taking into account the reservations expressed during DG ARGI's
visit on 5.3.2010 on the possibility of introducing new bodies under such short
notice the plan was revised. The tasks will be given only to those farmer
unions considered as well performing. They will be assisted by OPEKEPE
staff. OPEKEPE will then coordinate and supervise the operations on the
whole of the territory. Consequently, there is a significant reduction in the
number of farmer unions that will constitute the prime gateway for the claim
lodging i.e. reduction from 105 to 58, which is ± one union per Nomos.
The relevant Ministry Decision for the above allocation as well as the services
contract, including the quality requirements they have to meet, between
OPEKEPE and the farmer unions have been agreed. The contract foresees
OPEKEPE presence and pro-active support to secure on-time project
finalization before 15/5/2010.
In the same line the new software application has been set-up and the plan is
that progressively by 1.4.2010, each union concerned will have its server ready
to accept the claims for 2010.
Likewise there is a training program for the staff of the farmer unions
concerned at Heraklion, Athens and Thessaloniki 29-31.3.2010.
As of 2011, the body will be selected following a public tender. This has
already been published.
Furthermore, a decision was taken by which Greece will as of 2010 no longer pay
farmers who have / claim entitlements for an amount <200 EUR. As a result, a lot of
small applications will disappear. On the other hand, the farmers concerned –
according to first estimations it could be ± 167.000 farmers, or 18% less - will wish
to trade their entitlements, which will generate extra work for OPEKEPE.
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Based on the above, the following issues that require further attention from the
Greek Minister are to be mentioned:
(1)

Timely lodging of claims.
To ensure that the 2009 situation is not repeated it is therefore required that:
– Farmers are made well aware that the 2009 situation was exceptional and
that only claims for which both alphanumeric and digital data are provided
can be subject to payment.
– Only satisfactory performing farmer unions are intervening in the operations
and that OPEKEPE adequately coordinates and supervises the operations
on the whole of the territory hereby ensuring the required technical /
logistical assistance.

(2)

Adequate and timely performed on-the-spot checks
For 2009, the budget foresaw 987 temporary staff to perform the on-thespot checks.
It must remain ensured that OPEKEPE will be awarded the necessary staff
to perform all tasks in relation to the on-the-spot checks (eligibility + crosscompliance), or that alternative solutions are developed.

(3)

Ensure a good integration of Agrogi (responsible for the LPIS-GIS set-up
and update) and OPEKEPE under a stable OPEKEPE management.

(4)

Make certain that the handling of the (potential high number of) farmer's
request for transfers of entitlements following the implementation of the
200 EUR-threshold is adequately and timely managed by OPEKEPE, so that
payments are not delayed.

(5)

That the LPIS-GIS implemented in 2008 is subject to a continued update as
of 2010 onwards so that the quality achieved is not lost. This applies both to
1st and 2nd pillar area based expenditure.
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Annex 1
Table of corrections
Financial Year
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

Amount EUR
-42.171.672,10
-40.117.427,25
-80.526.671,26
-38.753.307,77
-40.854.951,00
-77.442.595,46
-70.941.210,44
-61.432.303,06
-41.632.569,50
-63.508.449,28
-63.649.261,72
-621.030.418,84

Corrections in the pipeline are:
– Claim year 2006 (financial year 2007) (±217 Mio)
– Claim year 2007 (financial year 2008): and 2007 (±117 Mio)
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Annex 2
EXAMPLE OF DIGITISATION
Example 1 – arable land
ORTHO + OLD ILOTS
Red line delineates the old ilot
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ORTHO + OLD ILOTS + NEW ILOTS
Red line delineates the old ilot.
Yellow is the new ineligible area / new ilot.

9

ORTHO + NEW ILOTS + PARCELS
Red line delineates the old ilot
Yellow is the new ineligible area / new ilot.
Green is the parcel declared
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Example 2 – with trees
ORTHOMAP+OLD ILOTS
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ORTHOMAP+OLD ILOTS+NEW ILOTS
Yellow is indicating ineligible land
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ORTHOMAP+PARCELS+NEW ILOTS+SUB ILOTS
New ilots in which the parcels declared are drawn in.
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Annex 3
Statistics 2008

Number of
final
beneficiaries

893.011

Amount claimed
[EUR]

1.917.224.468

Amount not paid resulting
from administrative
control (excluding
sanctions)

Amount
12.213.268

%
0,64%

Amount not paid resulting from on-the-spot checks, excluding sanction elements/ Number of beneficiaries

risk selection

Amount
9.659.385

% of
amount
checked
4,44%

Number of
beneficiaries
4.866

random selection
% of
amount
Amount
checked
746.616
1,61%

Number of
beneficiaries
3.863

= Total [risk and random]
% of
amount
Amount
checked
10.406.001
3,94%

Number of
beneficiaries
8.729

Conclusions from the certifying body on 2008 statistics – payments financial year 2009
The review of the IACS statistics based on Art.76 of R.796/2004 give the following conclusions:
– The data in the statistics reconciled in total to the data included in the data base/records;
– The compliance audit of 20 files showed that the control statistics were properly drawn in their majority and have been reconciled with the data
base by the Paying Agency, with an adequate audit trail.
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