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ANNEX 1  DEFINITIONS OF GRASSLANDS IN EU POLICY  

Title Description Source-reference 
Permanent grasslands in CAP  tŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿ ƎǊŀǎǎŜǎ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŜǊōŀŎŜƻǳǎ ŦƻǊŀƎŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ 

(self-seeded) or through cultivation (sown) and that is not included in the crop rotation of the holding 
for five years or longer  

Commission Regulation EU 
No 796/2004 

Permanent grassland in CAP 
post 2013 

Permanent pasture is 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; it may include other species such as shrubs and/or trees which can be grazed provided 
that the grasses and other herbaceous forage remain predominant as well as, subject to a decision by 
Member States to include 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. 

Amended Commission 
Proposal: COM(2011) 625 
(Status September 2013) 

Annex I habitats that depend 
on agricultural practices  

The farmland habitats in Annex 1 of the Habitats Directive are semi-natural grasslands, and the aim of 
this Directive is to ensure they are maintained in a favourable conservation status. The most recent 
selection of Annex 1 habitats dependent on agricultural practices was elaborated by Luick et al., 
2012)*. All the selected habitats depend to a higher or lower degree for their existence on livestock 
farming practices. The Habitats that would fall under the wide definition of grasslands taken in this 
paper make up roughly 30% of all habitats covered in the Annex 1 and include coastal habitats, heath 
and scrub habitats, Sclerophyllus scrub, sub-Mediterranean and temperate scrub, natural and semi-
natural grasslands, raised bogs and mires and fens and forest habitats that are (partly) in agricultural 
use.  

Habitat Directive 
(92/43/EEC) and the 
amendment  Directive 
(2006/105/EC). 

Highly biodiverse and 
species-rich grasslands 

Highly biodiverse grasslands are defined as follows in the RED:  
(i) natural, namely grassland that would remain grassland in the absence of human 

intervention and which maintains the natural species composition and ecological 

characteristics and processes; [note: only the fraction of these grasslands which are in 

agricultural use would be covered by the present study] 

(ii) non-natural, namely grassland that would cease to be grassland in the absence of human 

intervention and which is species-rich and not degraded, unless evidence is provided that 

the harvesting of the raw material is necessary to preserve its grassland status. 

Renewable Energy Directive 
(RED) (Directive 
2009/28/EC). The 
sustainability criteria related 
to biofuels counting towards 
the target are also 
requested in the Fuel 
Quality Directive 
(98/70/EC). 

Semi-natural grasslands EIA DiǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǳƴŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ƭŀƴŘ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭέ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
agricultural intensification. However, semi-natural farmland is not defined as such in the Directive.  

EIA Directive (85/337/EEC) 

*In Opperman, R., Beaufoy, G. & Jones, G. (eds.) (2012). High Nature Value Farming in Europe. 35 European countries in Europe ς Experiences and perspectives. Verlag 
regionalkultur. Ubstadt Weiher. ISBN 978-3-89735-657-3 
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ANNEX 2:  OVERVIEW OF POLICIES 

 
Table 1 Policies targeting ecologically valuable grasslands in the EU 

Policy description Relation with ecologically valuable 
grasslands 

Pillar 1: CC Cross Compliance requires farmers to 
ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ {awΩǎ ŀƴŘ D!9/ǎ ǘƻ 
receive direct payments 

Compulsory GAEC standards ensure a minimum level 
of maintenance on their farmland, including the 
maintenance of the permanent grassland area. 
However minimum management in some MS as 
simple mechanical clearance, meaning that 
beneficial grazing can be lost. In the new CAP 2014-
2020 stricter requirements are set to ploughing of 
valuable grasslands inside (obligatory) and outside 
(voluntarily for MS) Natura 2000 sides; but the 
option to require minimum grazing regimes and 
retention of farmland habitats have been removed.  
Several SMRs put limits on manure and plant 
protection inputs and require sustainable 
management practices. 

Pillar 1: Art. 
68 

Article 68 of Council Regulation 73/2009 
covers special support for specific types of 
farming which are important for the 
protection of the environment and for 
specific agricultural activities entailing 
additional agri-environmental benefits, or 
for farmers in economically vulnerable or 
environmentally sensitive areas.  

Support can be given to farmers that are important 
for the  management of  ecologically valuable 
grasslands. This may help to prevent the 
abandonment and enhance the continuation of 
management entailing additional agri-environmental 
benefits. An example is the Burren scheme in 
Ireland, focused on EVG and funded from Art 68 

Pillar 1: CC-
SMR: BHD 

In the Birds and Habitats Directive (BHD) 
several protected habitats are included 
that represent valuable grasslands 

Legal protection of valuable grassland habitats 
within Natura 2000 sites, and the possibility for MS 
to also protect these habitats outside designated 
sites 

Pillar 1 (CAP 
2014-2020): 
extra 
protection 
valuable 
grasslands 

In the new CAP an obligatory measure is 
included to prevent permanent grasslands 
in Natura 2000 sites from being ploughed. 
MS are also free to identify 
environmentally valuable permanent 
grasslands outside Natura 2000 sites for 
which this obligation applies. 

This provides an additional instrument to prevent 
EVG from being lost. The proper identification of 
these EVG becomes more important to make this 
measure effective. However, EVG can also be 
destroyed by heavy fertilisation and overseeding, so 
a ban on ploughing does not give complete 
protection 

Pillar 1 (CAP 
2014-2020): 
Payments 
coupled to 
specific 
production 
systems 

In the new CAP additional payments can be 
made to farmers with specific production 
systems which could be HNV farmers or 
ecological farming systems which are likely 
to manage EVG 

HNV farms could be identified as specific production 
systems. Since most of the EVG are managed by HNV 
farmland systems this measures increases the 
chance for maintenance of these EVG.  

Pillar 1 (CAP 
2014-2020): 
top-up for 
Areas of 
Natural 
Constraint 
(ANC) 

In the new CAP a new delimitation for ANC 
can be elaborated (with effect from 2018 
at the latest) (based on 8 biophysical 
criteria, to a maximum of 10% of the 
agricultural area). Special support can be 
allocated to these areas to preserve or 
improve the environment.  

This provides an opportunity to reconsider the LFA 
delimitation including more ecologically valuable 
grassland and creating an additional opportunity to 
give top-up premia to EVG.  However, the option to 
designate special additional LFA was already 
available. Also the key to targeting EVG or HNV 
farmland is the farm-level eligibility criteria that are 
applied to LFA payments, not the LFA boundaries. 

Pillar 2:  AES 
(214)  

Farmers might opt voluntarily for applying 
agri-environmental measures, supporting 
farming practices beneficial for 
environment, biodiversity and landscape 

Farmers can receive special support for the 
maintenance of ecologically valuable grasslands. 
Several MS have AES targeted specifically at EVG 
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Pillar 2: HNV 
farmland in 
RDP 

¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ όhŎǘƻōŜǊ нлммύ 
on support for rural development by the 
European Agricultural Fund 
for Rural Development (EAFRD)  
outlines that Agri-environment schemes 
are to give specific attention to the 
additional needs of farming systems that 
are of high nature value. Also Priority 4 

Most if not all ecologically valuable grassland are 
located in HNV farmland areas 

Pillar 2: LFA 
(11,212) 

In less favoured areas farmers receive 
extra support in case they respect the 
natural handicaps (see also next) 

Many ecologically valuable grassland are located in 
LFAs and some schemes already give priority to 
grasslands, though not to EVG 

EIA Directive Requirement for assessment of 
environmental impacts of agricultural 
projects 

Projects involving intensification or conversion 
(including afforestation) of semi-natural farmland 
are explicitly cited for EIA but policy implementation 
at national level remains limited. Not an SMR 

LIFE Nature 
Programme 

finances projects that support the 
implementation of the Natura 2000. 
Specific actions related to agriculture 
include conservation of valuable grasslands 
by re-introducing appropriate levels of 
grazing, restoring wet grasslands and 
clearing of shrubs and other invasive 
plants. 

These actions benefit EVG, specifically where they 
are relevant for populations of bird species listed in 
Annex I of the Wild Birds Directive (e.g. the great 
bustard, bittern, common crane), as well as species 
listed in Annex II and IV of the Habitats Directive 
such as grasshoppers, crickets and butterflies (COM 
2010). 

 
 
Table 2  Overview of management options targeted by CAP policies with a potential 

direct or indirect positive on-farm biodiversity impact in grazed natural and 
semi-natural and improved grasslands 

 
Source: Poláková, 2011 (page. 54) 
YŜȅ ŦƻǊ άtƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻƴ-ŦŀǊƳ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΥ ҐŘƛǊŜŎǘΤ ҐƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ 
*ManaƎŜƳŜƴǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŦƻǊ ΨƭŜǎǎ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎΩόнмм ŀƴŘ нмнύ 
Key for Pillar 2 measure numbers: Farm modernisation (121); Infrastructure development (125);  LFA measure 
(211, 212); Natura 2000 (213); Agri-environment (214);  Non-productive investment (216); Conservation and 
up-grading of rural heritage (323).  
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Table 3 Relevant policies targeting farmland at risk of abandonment 

Policy description Relation with abandonment 
CAP Pillar 1: CC Cross Compliance requires farmers 

to ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ {awΩǎ ŀƴŘ 
GAECs to receive direct payments 

To comply with GAEC farmers must ensure a 
minimum level of maintenance on their 
farmland. But if the burden of CC is too great 
and payments too low, this can drive 
abandonment 

CAP 2014 ς 2020 
Coupled payments 

For certain regions / sectors 
payments coupled to production 
might be maintained / 
reintroduced  

Coupled payments are important to support 
extensive grazing systems. Mostly the land 
itself is not eligible for CAP-payments but 
through payments per cow / sheep / goat 
farmers are encouraged to continue the 
extensive grazing practices.  

CAP 2014-2020, pillar 1: 
young farmer support 

The young farmers support offers 
an extra financial top-up for 
farmers younger than 35 years 

The support might encourage young farmers 
to start and continue their farm and thus 
prevent farm abandonment. However, most 
farmers in areas threatened by abandonment 
are much older and therefore will not benefit 
from these payments. 

CAP 2014 ς 2020, 
payment for farmers in 
areas with natural 
constraints 

In areas with natural constraints 
MS may pay an extra top up to 
farmers, additional to the 2

nd
 pillar 

LFA payment 

The payment encourages to continue farming 
in regions with natural constraints and thus 
preventing abandonment, if the payments are 
high enough 

CAP second pillar: LFA In less favoured areas farmers 
receive extra support (eligibility 
criteria mean that the proportion 
of farmers within LFAs who receive 
this support can vary greatly 
between MS) 

To support continuation of farming in a less 
favoured area, threatened by abandonment. 
In some MS (e.g. Spain) the RDP evaluations 
have shown that the LFA measure has 
negligible effects in preventing abandonment.  

CAP second pillar: Axis 1 
Investment aids 

Farmers are offered support to 
make investments to improve their 
farm infrastructure 

can help to support farm viability e.g. through 
improvements to farm infrastructure. 

CAP second pillar: 
Afforestation of 
agricultural land 

Continuation of the 2007-13 
Regulation 1698/2005 and the 
draft EAFRD regulation (June 2013) 
dictates that a similar combination 
of payments for establishment, 
maintenance, and compensation 
for loss of agricultural income 
should be given. 

Can provide an alternative to total help to 
prevent land abandonment as evidence is 
given of the biggest uptake of the measure is 
on land threatened with abandonment. 
Afforestation is a pause in the abandonment 
process while farmers are paid to plant trees 
and maintain them, but these payments are 
for a limited number of years of course. If the 
plantations are not economically viable they 
may be abandoned when the payments 
finish. 
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Table 4 Policies for afforestation in four broad phases 

1992-99 Regulation 2080/92 
¶ Obligatory implementation for MS 

¶ The concrete environmental objective is to combat the greenhouse effect and absorb carbon. The 

other is to promote forms of countryside management more compatible with environmental balance, 

a vague and unclear objective. 

¶ Weak requirement for environmental safeguards, but MS are given an interesting option for zonal 

afforestation plans that could enable effective environmental targeting  

¶ High up-take, especially in Spain (50% of EU total), Ireland, Portugal and UK. 

 

2000-2006 Regulation 1257/99 
¶ Implementation for MS is no longer obligatory 

¶ The Regulation makes full references to international and Community undertakings re forestry, and 

measures should be based on national or subnational forest programmes or equivalent. The specific 

problems of climate change should be taken in to account. 

¶ There is a new requirement for RDP documents that also includes general environmental aspects. 

¶ Environmental objectives in the Regulation are less concrete  than in 1992-99 

¶ There is stronger environmental wording, but the requirements for concrete mechanisms are not 

explicit. 

¶ Funds heavily mortgaged to pay compensation payments from 1992-99 commitments, thus limiting 

new expenditure in this period 

¶ Up-take reduced 

2007-13 Regulation 1698/2005 
¶ Optional implementation for MS 

¶ Compensation payment for loss of income reduced to 15 years and support for establishment costs 

decreased from 100% up to maximum 80%. 

¶ Objectives modified, all afforestation should enhance biodiversity (according to the Regulation 

recitals, but not in the Articles)  

¶ Areas should be designated for afforestation with environmental objectives  

¶ Care should be taken to avoid afforestation harmful to the biodiversity or causing other environmental 

damage (mechanisms are not proposed) 

¶ Cross-compliance applies to first afforestation of agricultural land, but not to non-agricultural. The EIA 

Directive is not included as an SMR 

¶ Additional RDP measure for afforestation of non-agricultural land, including abandoned land (although 

similar measures existed before) 

¶ Up take far lower than 1992-99, with exception of UK. Ireland withdrew  forestry measures from rural 

development programmes and supported only through state aid. Hungary and Poland become 

significant new users of the measure. 

2014-15 onwards 
¶ According to the text of the consolidated draft EAFRD regulation dated 26

th
 September 2013 

(Interinstitutional File 2011/0282 (COD)), the afforestation measure is to be maintained with a similar 

combination of payments for establishment, maintenance, and compensation for loss of agricultural 

income. 

¶ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ άǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ 
resources through afforestation of land and creation of agroforestry systems combining extensive 
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ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎέ 

¶ The draft regulation does not set out specific objectives for afforestation. It states simply that 
άŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ƭŀƴŘ 
use should encompass forest area development and sustŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎέ 

¶ The regulation establishes over-arching priorities for rural development policy that include elements 
of relevance for farmland afforestation, such as restoring, and preserving and enhancing biodiversity, 
preventing soil erosion and improving soil management and fostering carbon conservation and 
sequestration in agriculture and forestry 

¶ Both agricultural and non-agricultural land will be eligible for afforestation aids 

¶ Payments to compensate for loss of agricultural income - it is not stated whether this applies only in 

the case of agricultural land - and for maintenance will be available for a period of 12 years 

¶ Public authorities will be able to claim establishment costs only 

¶ In order to ensure that afforestation of agricultural land is in line with the aims of environmental 

policy, the Commission shall be empowered to adopt delegated acts concerning the definition of the 

minimum environmental requirements. The final proposed texts were published on 11
th
 March 2014 

in C(2014) 1460 final with the following minimum environmental requirements in Article 6: 

(a) the selection of species to be planted, of areas and of methods to be used shall avoid the 
inappropriate afforestation of sensitive habitats such as peat lands and wetlands and negative 
effects on areas of high ecological value including areas under high natural value farming. On sites 

designated as Natura 2000 pursuant to Council Directive 92/43/EEC1 and Directive 2009/147/EC of 

the European Parliament and of the Council2 only afforestation consistent with the management 
objectives of the sites concerned and agreed with the Member State's authority in charge of 
implementing Natura 2000 shall be allowed; 

(b) the selection of species, varieties, ecotypes and provenances of trees shall take account of the need 
for resilience to climate change and to natural disasters and the biotic, pedologic and hydrologic 
condition of the area concerned, as well as of the potential invasive character of the species under 
local conditions as defined by Member States. The beneficiary shall be required to protect and care 
for the forest at least during the period for which the premium for agricultural income foregone and 
maintenance is paid. This shall include tending, thinnings or grazing as appropriate, in the interest of 
the future development of the forest and regulating competition with herbaceous vegetation and 
avoiding the building up of fire prone undergrowth material. As regards fast-growing species, 
Member States shall define the minimum and maximum time before felling. The minimum time shall 
not be less than 8 years and the maximum shall not exceed 20 years; 

(c) in cases where, due to difficult environmental or climatic conditions, including environmental 
degradation, the planting of perennial woody species cannot be expected to lead to the 
establishment of forest cover as defined under the applicable national legislation, the Member State 
may allow the beneficiary to establish and maintain other woody vegetation cover. The beneficiary 
shall provide the same level of care and protection as applicable to forests; 

(d) in the case of afforestation operations leading to the creation of forests of a size exceeding a certain 
threshold, to be defined by  Member States, the  operation shall consist of either: 

(i) the exclusive planting of ecologically adapted species and/or species resilient to climate 
change in the bio-geographical area concerned, which have not been found, through an 
assessment of impacts, to threaten biodiversity and ecosystem services, or to have a negative 

                                                      
1 Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and 

flora (OJ L 206, 22.7.1992, p. 7). 

2 Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the 
conservation of wild birds (OJ L 20, 26.1.2010, p. 7). 
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impact on human health; or 

(ii) a mix of tree species which includes either: 

ς at least 10 % of broadleaved trees by area, or 

ς a minimum of three tree species or varieties, with the least abundant making up at 
least 10 % of the area. 
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ANNEX 3: THE CURRAGH OF KILDARE ς AN EXAMPLE OF THE LIMITS OF HIGHER PLANT 
DIVERSITY IN ASSESSING ECOLOGICAL VALUE ON LONGSTANDING 
GRASSLANDS 

As explained in Chapter 2, while all permanent grasslands have a certain range of ecological 
value (varying not only in breadth of those values, but also in the intensity of the value 
provided in each case), it is implicit in the terms of this study that EVG are only a subset of 
this overall population of grassland types ς those which are high in biodiversity.   
Specifically, we posit that the EVG subset is not only predominantly composed of semi-
natural grasslands, but that all semi-natural grasslands are EVG.  In the UK, semi-natural 
grassland includes what are called semi-improved grasslands, which are of long-standing, 
but are impoverished in higher plant species.  In the case of such grasslands, the high 
biodiversity is found in other species groups, including fungi and invertebrates. 
 

 
Photo: James Allen, Creative Commons Licence 
 

The Curragh of Kildare is a flat grassland of around 2000 ha, which has been maintained in its 
present condition for over 2000 years by controlled grazing; as such it is perhaps the oldest 
and most extensive area of [semi-natural] grassland in Ireland. Historically, the area was 
[common pasture, currently with rights to graze 6013 sheep]. In 1299 an Act was passed to 
ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇƛƎǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ мулт ¢ƘƻƳŀǎ wŀǿǎƻƴ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŜŘ άǿƘŀǘ ŀ ǘǳǊŦ 
ƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǘƻ ōŜŀǊ нл ǎƘŜŜǇ ŀƴ ŀŎǊŜέ ώпфΦп ǎƘŜŜǇ ƻǊ тΦпм [¦κƘŀΗϐΦ 
 
The botanical interest of the Curragh is, at first sight, unpromising.  Centuries of grazing, 
sometimes intensive, have left a species-poor, dry, acidic sward characterised by Cynosurus 
cristatus, Centaurea nigra.  Swards dominated by Nardus stricta occur in several areas.  
 
In the 1980s Nitare developed a scheme whereby unfertilised [grasslands] of conservation 
ǾŀƭǳŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ΧΦ ǎŀǇǊƻǇƘȅǘƛŎ ŦǳƴƎƛ ώǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜϐ ǾŜǊȅ 
sensitive indicators of habitat quality.  Feehan & McHugh found 19 Hygrocybe species, which 
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ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ /ǳǊǊŀƎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǇǇŜǊ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ bƛǘŀǊŜΩǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ 
pastureland. 
 
Support for its ancient grassland status comes from a survey of rove beetles of the family 
Staphylinidae. Good & Butler found a total of 51 species, with two ς Amischa bifoveolata and 
Tachyporus tarsus ς of particular interest and occurring as dominant members of the rove 
beetle community.  They were considered to indicate a mature, undisturbed (no fertilisers or 
ploughing) ecosystem. 
 
Periodic reporting on the extent and condition of all Annex 1 habitats over all of a Member 
{ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ Iŀōƛǘŀǘǎ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ  Lƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ 
is a broad overlap between these habitats and those listed in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan 
process (under a different classification; correspondence tables have been published) as 
priority habitats.  Such data should be reliably precise at at least the UK and regional levels.  
It does not however cover all EVG, as illustrated by the two examples below.  In this upland 
landscape in northern England. 
  

 
Approximate distribution of semi-natural habitats in an English upland landscape (darker green is an indication 
of semi-improved areas, ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƳŀǊƪ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ aDс ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘΩύΦ  hǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ 
diagram from Averis et al. (2004); codes refer to National Vegetation Classification communities. 
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Distribution of Annex 1, UK BAP priority, habitats in the same landscape. Original diagram from Averis et al. 
(2004); codes refer to National Vegetation Classification communities. 
 

The main differences are twofold.  First, some habitats, though unquestionably semi-natural, 
are not given significant value in the BAP process and do not appear in Annex 1 of the 
Habitats Directive.  For the most part, they are relatively poor in higher plant species.  A very 
large area will be made up of acid upland grasslands (U4 ς Festuca-Agrostis and U5 ς Nardus 
stricta grasslands in the diagram) or slopes dominated by bracken (Pteridium aquilinum, 
U20).  Some higher plant-ǊƛŎƘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘΣ ƴƻǘŀōƭȅ ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ƙŀȅ 
ƳŜŀŘƻǿΩ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ όaDрύΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ Ƙŀȅ ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎ срнл ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
British types should have Geranium sylvaticum - a geographically-restrictive criterion. 
 
A similar pattern is seen in the enclosed landscape, but with an even higher proportion of 
the land falling into the semi-improved category.  Already visible at lower altitudes in the 
diagram above, the example below, from Devon illustrates clearly how a map of the BAP 
priority habitats only gives a misleading impression of the mosaic of semi-natural habitats. 
 

 
An area of the Blackdown Hills in Devon.  Middle map is of BAP priority habitats; right hand map of semi-
natural habitats (including, in this case scrub and woodland) was produced by Natural England by 
interpretation of aerial imagery (left hand image) 
 
Based on: 
Cabot,D. (1999) Ireland: a natural history. New Naturalist Library 
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Costello, C (1999) Changes away from the traditional land use of The Curragh of Kildare since 1922. Irish 
Wildlife Manuals 6, Dúchas, The Heritage Service 
http://www.npws.ie/publications/irishwildlifemanuals/IWM6.pdf  

http://www.npws.ie/publications/irishwildlifemanuals/IWM6.pdf
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ANNEX 4: RECOMMENDATIONS ON Ih² ¢h 59CLb9 ΨILDI[Y BIODIVERSE  GRASSL!b5{Ω Lb 5Lw9/¢L±9 н009/28/EC ON THE PROMOTION OF 
THE USE OF ENERGY FROM RENEWABLE SOURCES  (RED) 

Response from: Definition of grasslands LŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ Ψƴƻƴ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΩ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ Suggested criteria for assessment of highly 
biodiverse grassland 

WWF European 
Policy Office and 
Oeko-Institut e.V. 

Comments on RED proposal: ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 
definition would explicitly exclude scrublands. 
This is not acceptable, as scrublands are well 
known to host high values of biodiversity, e.g. in 
ǘƘŜ aŜŘƛǘŜǊǊŀƴŜŀƴ ōƛƻƳŜέΦ 
²²C ŦƛƴŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ w95 άƎǊŀǎǎ-like 
plants with few woodȅ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ƎǊƻǿǎέ ƛƳǇǊŜŎƛǎŜΦ 
Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŀ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳ ƻŦέ ǿƻǳƭŘ 
exclude many grassland types where the 
vegetation pattern is rather discontinuous (e.g. 
because of e.g. soil, climate, wild herbivores).  
 
Proposal for definition of grasslands by WWF: 
ά¢ŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ 
ƘŜǊōŀŎŜƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘǊǳō ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ 
elaborated from White (2000) definition of 
grasslands.  
It should be recognised that grassland types are 
included that have up to 60% tree/shrub cover in 
order to also include agro-forestry and savannah 
systems.  
 

Comments on proposed definition in RED: the 
definition of non-natural grassland only 
addresses factors of its maintenance which is 
not enough as account also needs to be taken 
of species richness and level of degradation.. 
 
Proposal for definition for non-natural 
grassland: grassland that has been created by 
significant human activities, including 
deforestation, ploughing or sowing, and an 
area whose condition as grassland is 
maintained as grassland [for at least [5] years], 
and would cease to be grassland in the absence 
of human interventions. 
 

Comments on proposed assessment criteria: 
recommend rewriting the criteria, especially 
recognizing the difference between natural 
and non-natural grassland. 
 
Proposed assessment approach for non-
natural: 
c-1) Highly biodiverse non-natural grassland 
is species-rich, i.e. harbours a large variety of 
different species, taking into account 
seasonal and migrating effects where 
appropriate;  
OR 
c-2) Highly biodiverse non-natural grassland 
shows occurrence of species that are of high 
importance for the species' conservation 
regionally or globally. 
AND 
(d) Highly biodiverse non-natural grassland is 
not degraded as a result of human activities. 
 
To identify highly biodiverse grasslands, 
WWF strongly recommends setting up 
national and subnational lists of 
characteristic species and lists of plant 
habitat types and biotopes that can be used 
as indicators by means of a rapid assessment 
tool. 
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IEEP based on 2 
papers developed 
for WWF by 
Catherine Bowyer, 
Graham Tucker, 
Håkon By and David 
Baldock: 
Working paper 1 - 
Interpreting 
Grassland 
Requirements set 
out within the 
Directive on 
Renewable Energy 
(Directive 
2009/28/EC), 
Institute for 
European 
Environmental 
Policy: London, 2009 
Working Paper 2 π 
Operationalising 
Criteria to Protect 
Highly Biodiverse 
Grasslands under the 
Renewable Energy 
Directive 
(2009/28/EC), 
Institute for 
European 
Environmental 
Policy: London, 
2010.  
The 2 working 
papers were 
developed with 
inputs from several 

Comments to proposed definition: The same 
comments as WWF made 
Proposal for definition of grasslands by IEEP: 
The same as proposed by WWF 

Comments on proposed definition in RED: The 
mere presence of farming activities at some 
level cannot,  be used as a basis to distinguish 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴπƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎΦ 
What counts is pecies richness and level of 
degradation.  
 
Types of non-natural grasslands recommended 
to take into account: 
1) Grasslands that have been intentionally 
improved and are under intensive agricultural 
management. These have generally been 
agriculturally improved, typically by ploughing, 
ǊŜπǎŜŜŘƛƴƎΣ ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƘŜǊōƛŎƛŘŜ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘǎΣ 
and in some cases other activities intended to 
increase productivity on the land such as 
extensive drainage or irrigation. Such 
grasslands normally have low biodiversity value 
and low species richness (even when classified 
in the broadest sense). It should, however, be 
noted that despite this they may remain 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊπ
wintering site for birdlife. 
нΦ {ŜƳƛπƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ 
extensive livestock grazing and/or hay 
production. They often need such grazing or 
other forms of disturbance to maintain their 
diversity of flora and dominance of the grass 
sward. They tend to hold a high proportion of 
native species of open habitats and are often 
species rich, and are therefore classed as highly 
biodiverse. 
3. Land that was formerly in agricultural use for 
either arable or as grazed land and has since 
been abandoned. The lack of agricultural 
activity may have led to a decline in biodiversity 
value or an increase depending upon 

Proposed assessment approach for non-
natural: 
1) VarƛŀōƭŜ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǾŀƭǳŜ π ¢Ƙŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 

a hierarchy of appropriateness in terms 
of conversion of non-natural grasslands 
for feedstock production, not all non-
natural grasslands are of equal 
biodiversity value.  

2) !ǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǊƛŎƘƴŜǎǎ π ¢ƘŜ 
consideratiƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǊƛŎƘƴŜǎǎ ƛƴ ƴƻƴπ
natural grasslands should not be 
ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇƭŀƴǘǎΦ ¢Ƙǳǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎπǊƛŎƘ 
ƴƻƴπƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 
ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎπǊƛŎƘ ǿƛǘƘ 
respect to any taxa group (for example 
plants, invertebrates, reptiles, birds and 
mammals). Furthermore, consideration 
of species richness should not be solely 
ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎƳŀƭƭπǎŎŀƭŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŦƻǊ 
example species per m2. Larger scale 
species diversity patterns are equally 
important. Thus grasslands should also 
be protected if they hold rare or 
otherwise threatened species or species 
assemblages, the loss of which would 
reduce larger scale biodiversity. 

3) !ŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴ π ¢Ƙŀǘ 
degradation of grassland should be 
shown to be beyond a certain threshold, 
given that this is part of a continuum. In 
particular care should be taken if 
establishing that degradation has been 
caused by overgrazing, as this can often 
be rapidly reversed once grazing 
pressure is reduced. When determining 
ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘ ƭƻƴƎπǘŜǊƳ 
indicators of sward condition and, in 
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experts. environmental conditions, including the matrix 
of surrounding habitat and the type of 
agricultural activity undertaken previously. This 
category may also include land that is 
intentionally being restored to biodiverse 
grassland. These lands may be of low 
biodiversity value now but over time, provided 
appropriate management is in place, should be 
expected to become more biodiverse and 
develop the charaŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛπƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
grassland. 
4. Land that is now grassland but has been 
recently deforested where the forest system 
has yet to, or is unable to, regenerate. This may 
have been farmed, be still in use or abandoned 
due to poor soils etc. These lands may be of 
low biodiversity value now and into the future, 
or may offer biodiversity potential in terms of 
future reforestation and regeneration. 
 
Proposal for definition for non-natural 
grassland: grassland that has been created by 
significant human activities, through the loss of 
a natural habitat, and have been maintained as 
grassland [for at least [5] years] as a result of 
human intervention such as ploughing, sowing, 
mowing or grazing by livestock. 

particular, species composition and 
richness should be used rather than 
indicators of immediate 
condition/degradation. 

European Forum on 
Nature Conservation 
and Pastoralism 
(EFNCP) 

Comments to proposed definition:  
There is a confusing mix of concepts and 
definitions currently existing within these EU 
ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άƘƛƎƘƭȅ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘέ 
ŀƴŘ άǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǊƛŎƘέ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘ όw95ύΣ άǎŜƳƛ-natural 
ƻǊ ǳƴŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ƭŀƴŘέ ό9L! 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜύΣ άIƛƎƘ 
bŀǘǳǊŜ ±ŀƭǳŜ ŦŀǊƳƭŀƴŘέ ό/a9C ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ) and 
άǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ ǇŀǎǘǳǊŜέ όŎǊƻǎǎ-compliance). There 
are great overlaps between these concepts on 
the ground (for the land manager) and also in 

Comments on proposed definition in RED:  
1) άŘŜƎǊŀŘŜŘέ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ w95 

should be understood as referring to the 
biodiversity value of the grassland. It should 
NOT be understood in the sense of 
ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜŘ ƭŀƴŘǎ ŀǎ ƭŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ 
low organic matter content and has been 
ǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ŜǊƻŘŜŘέΦ  

2) In current definition no consideration given 
to the concept of semi-natural grasslands. 

Proposed assessment approach for non-
natural: 
9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘŜ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜΩ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ 
as early a stage as possible. rationale of the 
UK Land Cover Survey (and UK Biodiversity 
Action Plan) and assumes a strong 
ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘκ 
ƴƻƴƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƴƻƴ-highly-
biodiverse/highly-biodiverse. An appeal 
mechanism for on-site 
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policy design and delivery. The current situation, 
in which related concepts and definitions are 
layered upon each other in EU policy with no 
apparent co-ordination, leads to considerable 
confusion for practitioners. We feel this lack of 
integration continues to be apparent in the 
Consultation document.  
Like WWF and IEEP EFNCP proposes to leave 
space to include areas with considerable tree and 
scrub vegetation coverage. 
 
Proposal for definition of grasslands by IEEPΥ άŀ 
terrestrial ecosystem dominated by herbaceous 
and/or scrub vegetation and with a tree canopy 
ŎƻǾŜǊ ƻŦ ƴƻ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ол҈έ 
 

These are non-natural grasslands that have 
not been improved for forage production 
through activities such as fertilisation and 
reseeding, and thus mimic natural 
grasslands. These communities are a 
priority for many nature conservation 
bodies, and well represented in the EU 
Habitats Directive. The identification of 
highly biodiverse non-natural grasslands is 
related closely to the concept of semi-
natural grassland. 

 
Proposal for definition for non-natural 

grassland: 
tǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎŜΩ ŀƴŘ 

that permanent grassland not subjected to 
agricultural improvement can be taken as 
likely to be highly biodiverse; whereas 
permanent grassland subjected to 
agricultural improvement can be taken as 
unlikely to be highly biodiverse, alongside 
temporary grassland. Long-established 
grasslands which have not received 
herbicides or large quantities of fertilizer 
(and especially of inorganic fertilizer) are 
likely to be highly-biodiverse. The difficulty 
arises because some of these grasslands 
have been grazed at high stocking densities 
and are therefore rather poor in higher 
plant species, being dominated by a few 
vigorous grasses and grazing resistant herbs 
(often considŜǊŜŘ ΨǿŜŜŘǎΩύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ 
been shown that in the Atlantic 

biogeographical zone at least, such grasslands 
can still be highly-biodiverse as regards the 
largest species groups ς invertebrates and 
other soil biota. These grasslands are in fact 

assessment should be put in place with 
criteria which clearly address grassland 
biodiversity in its 
totality ς above ground and in the soil. 
In addition, the Commission should promote 
the development of semi-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ όƻǊ άƘƛƎƘƭȅ 
ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎŜέύ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ 
EU, following models already existing in a 
number 
of Member States.  
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strongholds for some species groups, such 
as grassland fungi. 

 
 

JRC by Maria Luisa 
Paracchini with input 
from Peter 
Veen and Rainer 
Oppermann, and 
based on discussions 
within the 
community of 
European grassland 
experts and draft 
papers from several 
institutes. 

Proposal for definition of grasslands by JRC: 
ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ²²C ŀƴŘ L99tΥ  Ψŀ 
terrestrial ecosystem dominated by herbaceous 
ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǎƘǊǳō ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΩ όƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ²ƘƛǘŜ 
et al.2000). 

Comments on proposed definition in RED: it is 
not correct that natural grasslands are more 
likely to be highly biodiverse than non-natural 
grasslands. Furthermore, the definition of 
άƴƻƴ-ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜŘέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ 
temporarily and recoverable 
variations in the state of habitats. 
 
Proposal for definition for non-natural 
grassland: 
Grassland experts in Europe use the term semi-
natural grasslands, ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άƴƻƴ-natural 
ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎέΦ {ŜƳƛ-natural grasslands are 
defined as non-zonal grasslands which can 
develop under the influence of a longer or 
shorter term extensive managed systems. 
These grasslands are managed by mowing (hay 
production) and/or pasturing by livestock. In 
Europe peculiar agricultural ecosystems 
developed through millennia of land 
management and still host a considerable share 
of European biodiversity. The link of the 
concept of highly biodiverse non-natural 
grasslands to High Nature Value (HNV) 
farmland must be underlined.  
 
 
 

Operational assessment of non-natural or 
semi-natural grasslands proposed: 
 
The following operational steps for 
identification of grasslands of high 
biodiversity value are proposed: 

1) Allocation of grasslands complexes 
according to semi-natural grassland 
vegetation types using national data 
(botanical relevees, grassland 
surveysetc. and including 
NATURA2000 mappings) from 
Countries in Europe (relevant 
Natura 2000 habitat types see 
Annex II). When this information is 
not available the next step should 
be applied. 

2) Identification of sites that can 
potentially host biodiverse 
grasslands. This can be based on 
satellite images to identify grassland 
complexes or landscape types of 
appropriate structure, or on 
detailed land cover maps. At a 
second stage data on agricultural 
management, such as fertilizers 
input and livestock densities can be 
used to indentify areas under low 
input agricultural management. (e.g 
Indicative thresholds 30 to 50 kg/ha 
for N-input; the critical limit for 
livestock density ranges from 0.1 
LU/ha in Mediterranean dry climate 
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to approx. 0.7 LU/ha in more 
productive areas). The outcome of 
this type of management are 
typically the grassland types listed 
in Annex I. 

3) Site specific allocation of semi 
natural grasslands in those cases 
where the biodiverse grasslands are 
scattered in the landscape and are 
not mapped in national or regional 
data sources. In those cases 
regional lists of indicator species 
and / or a minimum number of 
higher plant species can be used to 
identify highly biodiverse 
grasslands. Several examples of 
indicator lists used already in 
countries/regions are included in 
JRC response.  
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ANNEX 5  DEFINITION OF PERMANENT GRASSLANDS ACCORDING TO CAP, OF UNCULTIVATED AND SEMI-NATURAL LAND IN EIA 
DIRECTIVE AND OF HIGHLY BIODIVERSE GRASSLAND IN RED AS ELABORATED IN DIFFERENT EU COUNTRIES AND THEIR LANGUAGES. 

 

Source English French German Spanish Swedish Estonian Bulgarian Romanian

CAP

Commission 

Regulation EU No 

796/2004

permanent grassland 

means land used to grow 

grasses or other 

herbaceous forage 

natural ly (sel f-seeded) or 

through cul tivation 

(sown) and that has not 

been included in the crop 

rotation of the holding 

for five years or longer; i t 

may include other 

species sui table for 

grazing provided that the 

grasses and other 

herbaceous forage 

remain predominant;

«prairies permanentes»: 

les terres consacrées à la 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŘΩƘŜǊōŜ Ŝǘ 

ŘΩŀǳǘǊŜǎ ǇƭŀƴǘŜǎ 

fourragères herbacées 

(ensemencées ou 

naturel les) qui  ne font 

pas partie du système de 

rotation des cul tures de 

ƭΩŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǇǳƛǎ 

cinq ans au moins; 

ŘΩŀǳǘǊŜǎ ŜǎǇŝŎŜǎ 

adaptées au pâturage 

peuvent être présentes, 

ǇƻǳǊ ŀǳǘŀƴǘ ǉǳŜ ƭΩƘŜǊōŜ 

et les autres plantes 

fourragères herbacées 

restent prédominantes.

α5ŀǳŜǊƎǊǸƴƭŀƴŘά 

Flächen, die durch 

Einsaat oder auf 

natürl iche Weise 

(Selbstaussaat) zum 

Anbau von Gras oder 

anderen 

Grünfutterpflanzen 

genutzt werden und sei t 

mindestens fünf Jahren 

nicht Bestandtei l  der 

Fruchtfolge des 

landwirtschaftl ichen 

Betriebs s ind; es können 

dort auch andere für die 

Beweidung geeignete 

Pflanzenarten wachsen, 

sofern Gras und andere 

Grünfutterpflanzen 

wei terhin vorherrschen

«Pastos permanentes»: 

las tierras uti l izadas 

para el  cul tivo de 

gramíneas u otros 

forrajes herbáceos, ya 

sean naturales 

(espontáneos) o 

cul tivados (sembrados) y 

que no hayan s ido 

incluidas en la rotación 

de cul tivos de la 

explotación durante 

cinco años o más; 

pueden inclui r otras 

especies adecuadas para 

pastos s iempre que las 

hierbas y otros forrajes 

herbáceos s igan s iendo 

predominantes

permanent gräsmark: 

mark som utnyttjas ti l l  att 

odla gräs el ler annat 

örtartat foder naturl igt 

(s jä lvsådd) el ler genom 

odl ing (insådd) och som 

inte har ingått i  

växtföl jden på 

jordbruksföretaget under 

fem år el ler mera; andra 

arter som lämpar s ig för 

bete får ingå, under 

förutsättning att den 

övervägande andelen 

utgörs av gräs och andra 

örtartade växter.

αǇǸǎƛǊƻƘǳƳŀŀέ ς ƳŀŀΣ 

mida kasutatakse rohu 

või  muude rohtta imede 

kasvatamiseks kas 

loodusl ikul  vi is i l  

(isekülvi  teel) või  

harimise teel  (külvamise 

teel), ning mis ei  ole 

põl lumajandusl iku 

majapidamise 

külvikorraga hõlmatud 

vi is  aastat või  kauem; 

see võib hõlmata muid 

karjatamise seisukohal t 

sobi l ikke l i ike, 

tingimusel  et rohi  või  

muud rohtta imed jäävad 

valdavaks;

αͨͦͫͭͦΎͤͤͦ ͙ͨ͊ͫ΅͔ά 

ͦͤ͊͘;͍͊͊ ͔ͣ͘ΎΣ 

͙͍ͨͦ͊ͤ͊͘͘͡ ͊͘ 

͎͔͔ͦͭ͗͒͊ͤ͡ ͤ͊ ͔͍ͭͪ͊ ͙͙͡ 

͎͙͒ͪͯ ͔͍͙ͭͪͤ ͺ͙ͯͪ͊͗Σ 

͔͔͍͔ͫͭͫͭͤͦ ͪ͊ͫͭΎ΅͙ 

ό͔͙ͫ͊ͣͦͪ͊ͫ͊͒ͤ͘ύ ͙͙͡ 

;͔ͪ͘ ͙͍͙͔ͯͭͪ͊ͤ͟͡ 

ό͙͍͔ͯͫͭͤͦ͘͟ ͔͙͊ͫͭ͘ύΣ 

͙ͦͭͦ͟ ͔ͤ ͫ͊ ͙͙͋͡ 

͍͟͡Ό;͔͙ͤ ͍ 

͔͙ͫͭ͋ͦͦ͋ͦͪͦͭ͊ ͤ͊ 

͍ͫͭͦͨ͊ͤͫͭͦͭͦ ͍ 

ͨͪͦ͒Ά͔͙͔͗ͤ͡ ͤ͊ ͔ͨͭ 

͎͙͙ͦ͒ͤ ͙͙͡ ͍͔ͨͦ;͔Σ ͭͦ 

͔ͣͦ͗ ͒͊ ͍͟͡Ό;͍͊ ͎͙͒ͪͯ 

ͨͦ͒ͻͦ͒Ύ΅͙ ͊͘ ͨ͊΄͊ 

͍͙͍͔͒ͦΣ ͙ͨͪ ͍͙͔ͯͫͦ͡Σ ;͔ 

͔͍ͭͪ͊ͭ͊ ͙͙͡ ͎͙͔͒ͪͯͭ 

͔͍͙ͭͪͤ ͺ͙ͯͪ͊͗ ͍ͦͫͭ͊͊ͭ 

͔͍ͨͪͦ͋͊͒͊͊͡΅͙Τ

αǇŀƧƛǓǘƛ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘŜέ 

ƞƴǎŜŀƳƴŇ ǘŜǊŜƴǳǊƛ 

ŎƻƴǎŀŎǊŀǘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǚƛŜƛ ŘŜ 

ƛŀǊōŇ Ǔƛ ŘŜ ŀƭǘŜ ǇƭŀƴǘŜ 

furajere erbacee 

(cul tivate sau spontane) 

ŎŀǊŜ ƴǳ ŀǳ ŦŇŎǳǘ ǇŀǊǘŜ Řƛƴ 

ǎƛǎǘŜƳǳƭ ŘŜ ǊƻǘŀǚƛŜ ŀ 

ŎǳƭǘǳǊƛƭƻǊ Řƛƴ ŜȄǇƭƻŀǘŀǚƛŜ 

ǘƛƳǇ ŘŜ ŎŜƭ Ǉǳǚƛƴ ŎƛƴŎƛ 

ŀƴƛΤ ŀŎŜŀǎǘŇ ƴƻǚƛǳƴŜ 

ǇƻŀǘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ Ǔƛ ŀƭǘŜ 

speci i  adecvate pentru 

ǇŇǓǳƴŀǘΣ Ŏǳ ŎƻƴŘƛǚƛŀ ǎŇ 

ǊŇƳŃƴŇ ǇǊŜŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘŜ 

ƛŀǊōŀ Ǔƛ ŀƭǘŜ ǇƭŀƴǘŜ 

furajere erbacee;

EIA

Dir 85/337/EEC Annex 

II.1.b

uncul tivated land or semi-

natural  areas

terres incul tes ou 

étendues semi-

naturel les

Ödland oder naturnaher 

Flächen

terrenos incul tos o 

superficies 

seminaturales

obrukad mark el ler delvis  

orörda naturområden

harimata maa või  

pool loodusl ike alade

͔͍͔͙ͤͦ͋ͪ͊͋ͦͭ͊ͣ ͙͙͡ 

͔͔ͨͦͯͨͯͫͭ͡΅͙ ͔͙ͣ͘

ǇŇƳŃƴǘǳƭǳƛ ƴŜŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘ 

ǎŀǳ ŀ ǎǳǇǊŀŦŜǚŜƭƻǊ 

seminaturale

RED

Dir 2009/28/EC Art. 

17.3.c

highly biodiverse 

grassland

prairies naturel les 

présentant une grande 

valeur sur le plan de la 

biodivers i té

Grünland mit großer 

biologischer Viel fa l t

prados y pastizales con 

una rica biodivers idad

Gräsmark med stor 

biologisk mångfald

suure bioloogi l ise 

mitmekesisusega 

rohumaa

͙ͨ͊ͫ΅͊ ͫ ͍͙ͫͦ͊͟ ͔͔ͫͭͨͤ 

ͤ͊ ͙͙͔͋ͦͪ͊ͤͦͦ͋ͪ͊͘͘

ǇŇǓǳƴƛ ōƻƎŀǘŜ ƞƴ 

biodivers i tate
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ANNEX 6 SUMMARY OF METADATA CHARACTERISTICS OF GRASSLAND DATA SOURCES 

Name of data 
source 

Type of data 
collection 

Spatial coverage Spatial 
resolution 

Temporal coverage Temporal 
resolution 

FADN Stratified sample 
among farms 

EU-27 FADN regions 1999 - 2003 (only EU-15) 
and 2004 - 2010 (EU-27) 

Annual 

FSS Sample every 2/3 
years and full 
census every 10 
years 

EU-27 + Norway, 
Switzerland, Croatia 

FSS regions (Nuts 
2/3) 

For EU-27 from 2003-
2007, 2010 census 
expected to be available in 
2013. For EU-15 data go 
back to 1990 

2/3 yearly 

Eurostat crop 
statistics 

National / 
regional statistics 
based on surveys 

EU-27 National and for 
some items 
regional 
(NUTS1/2) 

Starting from 1974 for 
some MS up to most 
recent year 2011 

Annual 

FAOSTAT National statistics Global National 1961 - 2009 Annual 

LPIS  Farmers survey EU27 (only eligible area 
which likely excludes  
many semi-natural 
grasslands which are not 
considered permanent 
grassland in CAP 
definition 

Parcel size 1992 - 2012 Annual 

LUCAS (point) field 
sampling 

samples in EU-27 
countries 

Selection of 
points (±25%) of 
2 km grid 

Some earlier pilot years, 
2009, 2012 

Every 3 year 

UNFCCC Country specific, 
combination of 
statistics and RS 

Annex 1 countries, incl. 
EU member states, 
except Malta and Cyprus 

National 1990-2010 Annual 

OECD National statistics OECD countries National 1990-2004 Annual 

EW-MFA Statistics EU-27 (+ Norway, 
Switzerland, Croatia and 
Turkey) 

National 1990-2010 (although 
before 2000 many gaps) 

Annual 

PASK study Statistics EU-27 (+ Turkey) National Trend till 2002, starting 
year differs per country 

Single review 
of statistics in 
2003 

GlobCover Satellite derived global 300 m grid cell 2009 Once 



20 
 

Name of data 
source 

Type of data 
collection 

Spatial coverage Spatial 
resolution 

Temporal coverage Temporal 
resolution 

GLC2000 Satellite derived global 1 km grid cell 2000 Once 

CLC1990 Satellite derived EU-27 (except Sweden, 
Finland) + Croatia, 
Montenegro, Serbia, 
Turkey 

100 m grid cell 1990 Once 

CLC2000 Satellite derived EU27, EFTA4, EEA32, 
Albania, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Croatia, 
Macedonia, 
Montenegro, Serbia 

100 m grid cell 2000 Once 

CLC2006 Satellite derived EU-27 (except Greece) + 
EFTA4, Albania, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, 
Croatia, Macedonia, 
Montenegro, Serbia and 
Turkey 

100 m grid cell 2006 Once 

CLC2012 Satellite derived EEA32+ 100 m grid cell 2012 Once 

GIO HR 
grassland 

Satellite derived EEA32+ 100 m grid cell 2006-2012 Once 

Geoland2 HR 
Grassland 

Satellite derived EEA32+ 100 m grid cell 2006 Once 
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ANNEX 7 FURTHER INFORMATION ON STATISTICAL DATA SOURCES 

 
Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN) 
 
General description 
The Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN) is consists of an annual survey carried out by all the Member 
States of the European Union. FADN data are collected every year from a sample of the agricultural holdings in 
the European Union.  Holdings are selected to take part in the survey on the basis of sampling plans established 
at the level of each region in the Union. The methodology applied aims to provide representative data along 
three dimensions: region, economic size and type of farming.  
At this moment the FADN is the only source of microeconomic (farm level) data that is harmonised, i.e. the 
bookkeeping principles are the same in all countries. While the European Commission (DG-Agri) is the primary 
user of analyses based on FADN-data, aggregated data can be found in the Standard Results database 
(http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rica/diffusion_en.cfm). 
 
Used definitions and classification of grassland 
In FADN different types of grassland categories are specified for which data are collected. The definitions used 
in FADN are identical to those used in FSS. They include the 3 different permanent grassland categories: 

1) Meadows and permanent pastures (var.150): Grassland grown for 5 years or more on cultivated land.  

2) Rough grazing (var. 151) Generally uncultivated and not-fertilised land, including scrub, used as poor 

quality pasture. Generally uncultivated and not-fertilised land, including scrub, used as poor quality 

pasture. 

3) Permanent grassland no longer used for production purposes and eligible for direct payments 

(var.314): Areas of permanent grassland and meadows no longer used for production purposes which, 

in line with Regulation (EC) No 73/2009 are maintained in good agricultural and environmental 

condition and are eligible for financial support.  

  
So for the three types of grassland recorded some information is available on inputs and outputs. At least it is 
clear that only the meadows and permanent pastures (var 150) are fertilised. The rough grazings are not 
fertilised, but only grazed. Additional data collected for these categories include:  

1) The value of hay and/or grass sold off the farm is to be indicated under 'Sales'.  

2) The value of hay and/or grass used as feeding stuffs for livestock can be indicated when marketable 

ǳƴŘŜǊ ϥCŀǊƳ ǳǎŜΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ as costs of feeding stuffs produced on the farm 

3) Costs of all purchased fertilisers and soil improvers  

Unfortunately all 3 categories of additional information are only collected for the whole farm and are not 
attributable directly to the grassland categories above.   
 
Further description 
Currently, the annual FADN sample covers approximately 80.000 holdings. They represent a population of 
about 5.000.000 farms in the 25 Member States, which cover approximately 90% of the total utilized 
agricultural area (UAA) and account for about 90% of the total agricultural production of the Union. For the EU-
27, that is including Bulgaria and Romania, the FADN represents about 6.400.000 farms. This implies that the 
representation of the Utilised Agricultural area in FADN differs strongly per country because of the variation in 
economic size distribution of farms (see Table 1).    
The data available start as from 1998 onwards, but data for the EU 10 become available as from 2004 onwards.  
 
The stratification of the FADN sample is done using the information of the Farm Structure Survey (FSS) on 
distribution of the total EU farm population over size and (sectoral) type. The survey however does not cover 
all the agricultural holdings in the Union but only those which due to their size could be considered 
commercial. This implies that often part time farms and smaller extensive farms particularly occurring in 
Southern and CEEC are under-represented.  
However, because of the different farm structures in the European Union, it is necessary to specify separate 
size thresholds for each Member State (see Table 1). 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rica/diffusion_en.cfm
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Table 1: Size thresholds applied per MS for inclusion of farm into FADN

Economic size thresholds applied by the Commission (in 1000 EUR) from 

Year 
 2010

 

Belgium 25 

Bulgaria 2 

Czech Republic 8 

Denmark 15 

Germany 25 

Estonia 4 

Ireland 4 

Greece 4 

Spain 3 

France 25 

Italy 4 

Cyprus 4 

Latvia 4 

Lithuania 4 

Luxembourg 25 

Hungary 4 

Malta 4 

Netherlands (*) 25 

Austria 8 

Poland 4 

Portugal 4 

Romania 2 

Slovenia 4 

Slovakia 15 

Finland 8 

Sweden 15 

United Kingdom 25 

United Kingdom (Northern Ireland) 15 
 

(* ) Provisional information 
 
The FADN data are available at individual farm level per FADN region. However, the accessibility to the 
individual farm data are restricted to FADN Liaison Agencies and permission to use the data needs to be 
obtained from DG-Agri.  Data are only available at the FADN region level (See Map 1). Publication of the data in 
reports requires a minimal representation of the figure by more than 15 farms. 
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Maps 1: FADN regions 

  
 
For the detailed characteristics on this data set are given in the excel table included separately.  

 
Data quality 
First the National Liaison Agencies that are responsible for the collection of the FADN data apply their own 
quality control measures that may be higher or lower than the standard required by the Commission. When the 
data are considered error-free by the national Liaison Agencies they transmit the data to the Commission and 
submit it for inclusion with the quality procedures implemented by the Commission.  The Commission then 
applies several control procedures on the aggregate data: 

1) Check whether all farms are classified according to European Union typology 

2) The coherence test: consists of several hundred tests that try to detect and identify possible errors, 

inconsistent data and improbable values.  

3) The homogeneity test: helps to create sub-samples that are appropriate for special analyses. It 

identifies outliers, i.e. farms for which the value of one or more variables is significantly different from 

the mean value of the category to which the farm belongs. 

4) Continuity test: computes the percentage of deviation between X and Y and if the result exceeds a 

predefined threshold an extra check on the data is made. 

5) Correction procedure: data that need correction are returned to the National Liaison Agencies to 

either correct or to deliver a new farm return. 

 
  














































































































































































































































































































































































































































