
3. How must the phrase ‘Member States may determine a shorter initial period corresponding to the period of conversion’ 
([second] sentence of Article 29(3) of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013) be interpreted? Are the terms ‘initial period’ and 
‘period of conversion’ used interchangeably or do they have different meanings?

4. Must the phrase ‘Member States may determine a shorter initial period corresponding to the period of conversion’ in the 
[second] sentence of Article 29(3) of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013 be interpreted as meaning that the entire ‘organic 
farming’ measure applies to activities for ‘conversion’ to organic farming for a period shorter than that referred to in the 
first sentence of Article 29(3) of that regulation, or must that phrase be interpreted as meaning that, within the 
framework of the overall commitment to ‘organic farming’, there is an initial period for activities during the conversion 
to organic farming?

(1) OJ 2013 L 347, p. 487.
(2) OJ 2008 L 250, p. 1.
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