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Review of the school distribution programmes
in the area of agriculture

Impact Assessment (SWD (2014) 28 final, SWD (2014) 29 final (summary)) of a Commission proposal for a
Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Regulation (EU) n° 1308/2013 and Regulation
(EU) n° 1306/2013 as regards the aid scheme for the supply of fruit and vegetables, bananas and milk in the educational
establishments (COM (2014) 32 final)

Background
This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European Commission's
Impact Assessment (IA) accompanying the above proposal, submitted on 30 January 2014.

Under the EU's Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), there are currently two voluntary programmes
specifically targeting children in school settings. The European School Milk Scheme (SMS), implemented
since 1977, has been providing school children with dairy products, while the more recent School Fruit
Scheme (SFS) has been co-financing the distribution of fruit and vegetable and banana products since the
2009/2010 school year. In the school year 2010/2011, the schemes have together benefited more than 25
million children across participating Member States (24 for SFS and 26 for SMS), distributing around 43 000
tons of fruit and vegetables and 300 000 tons of milk and milk products.

While the two schemes have developed independently and operate within separate legal and financial
frameworks, they both share the objective of increasing the consumption of the above products in the short
term, whilst having an educational influence on healthy eating habits in the long term in the context of
increasing obesity and malnourishment. According to recent data, the consumption of fresh fruit and
vegetable is on the decline, falling by an aggregate 9.4 per cent for fruits and 10.3 per cent for vegetables in
the period 2005-2010. The estimated consumption of drinking milk decreased by 5 per cent between 2003
and 20111. There is also abundant evidence that the average daily intake of fruit and vegetable and dairy
products among European adolescents is below recommended levels: boys reach only 30 per cent and 40 per
cent of the recommendations for fruit and vegetables respectively, while girls reach 35 per cent and 50 per
cent; for milk products, the figures are 70 per cent for boys and 60 per cent for girls2. This situation is
exacerbated among others by the modern consumption trends, notably by younger age groups, towards
highly processed and convenience products which are often high in added sugars, salt and fat to the
detriment of basic foodstuffs and the nutritional quality of diets.

Despite the positive embedding of the schemes in schools and the recognition of their potential in reaching
the stated objectives, conclusions from the European Court of Auditors special report of 20113, and external

1 IA, p. 13.
2 IA p. 14.
3 Court of Auditors Special report No 10 of 2011 ‘Are the School Milk and School Fruit Schemes effective?’
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evaluations of both schemes4, underlined weaknesses in their design and inefficiencies in their functioning.
These limit the impact of the schemes, both in encouraging consumption in the short term, and in bringing
about a longer term change in eating habits. While the CAP 2020 political agreement on the reform of the
CAP included a number of changes aimed at improving the effectiveness of the school schemes, the
Commission considers that there are still some significant problems that need to be addressed concerning
the structure of the SMS and the lack of coordination, consistency and common identity between it and the
SFS. It is this that has triggered the present review of the legal framework governing the distribution of
agricultural products in schools.

Problem definition
On the basis of the conclusions of the Court of Auditors' special report and the external evaluations of the
SFS and SMS referred to above, the IA identifies the following three sets of problems in the functioning of
the current schemes5:

1. The gap between the set-up of the schemes and the objectives: while both schemes aim to produce a
sustainable change in children's eating habits through their educational dimension, this objective is
being addressed differently in the two schemes: the educational dimension was built into the SFS from
the beginning by making the participation in the scheme conditional on the existence of accompanying
measures. These are however implemented differently and with varying levels of ambition as there are
no specific EU rules on what constitutes a satisfactory accompanying measure. For the SMS, the
educational goal was only incorporated in the EU legislation in 2008 when the scheme was last
reformed, without however providing for compulsory use of specific educational tools, thus impacting
on the ability of the scheme to reach the set objectives. The gap between the educational settings of both
schemes will be even greater with the CAP 2020 changes which make educational measures under the
SFS eligible for EU co-financing. An additional issue lies in the low visibility of the SMS because of the
weak link between the products distributed and the scheme. Finally, the evaluation and monitoring
systems of the schemes need improvements to be able to measure their effectiveness as they are both
lacking sufficient impact and result indicators.

2. A lack of coordination and consistency between the two schemes which does not stimulate
management efficiency and has a negative impact on the effectiveness of the schemes as a whole. This
problem stems from the different legal and financial frameworks, market differences between the
products and their supply systems, and institutional deficiencies due to the fact that, in many cases, the
national authorities managing the two schemes are different.

3. Deficiencies limiting the immediate impact of spending: these deficiencies are either common to the
two schemes, such as high administrative and organisational burden, or specific for the SFS (budgetary
under- execution of around 30 per cent and big disparities in the costs for products involved in the
distribution) or for the SMS (low cost-benefit ratio caused by low EU subsidy level in relation to
implementation costs, potential deadweight effect6).

The IA makes a detailed presentation of the problems and their drivers, which are summarised in a
comprehensive problem tree and substantiated by evidence resulting from the external evaluations and
other available studies. Nevertheless, the concrete problems stemming from uncoordinated schemes do not
appear to be sufficiently evidenced, using examples in this regard of related implementation difficulties at
national level.

The key elements of both schemes are set out in a comparative table and their direct, long-term and public
health impacts are extensively discussed, relying notably on scientific articles and WHO publications. A
useful annex is included concerning the consumption of fruit and vegetables and milk products in the

4 External evaluations of the SFS (2012) and the SMS (2013) conducted by AFC Consulting Group AG and CO Concept.
5 IA, p. 19-27, IA executive summary p. 2-3.
6 Deadweight refers to effects which would have arisen even if the intervention had not taken place.
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Member States. This includes some data regarding children's consumption which, according to the
Commission, is difficult to measure as secondary data is rare, thus complicating the collection of harmonized
food consumption data by age-group at European level. The implementation of the two schemes in the
participating Member States is also detailed in annex 3 of the IA. However, the presentation appears to lack
information as to how EU funding compares to national contributions. This information would have been
useful in order to obtain a clearer picture of the eventual top-ups at national level and Member States'
commitment to the schemes. No information is provided on the evolution of the consumption of the
concerned products by children in the participating Member States.

The Commission explains that the CAP 2020 proposal was adopted before the external evaluations of the
current schemes were finalised and that the latter 'identified the need to make further improvements to both
schemes to increase their management efficiency and effectiveness'7, justifying therefore the need for the
present proposal. However, it remains unclear from the explanations provided why new action had to be
taken now and not after the 2017 evaluations (which would have taken into account the CAP 2020 changes).

Objectives of the legislative proposal
The general objectives of the Commission proposal are to durably increase the consumption of fruit and
vegetable and milk products and to contribute to the wider public health objectives of reducing obesity and
diet related diseases by shaping healthier diets.

To that effect, the Commission sets the target of achieving a 15 per cent increase in the direct consumption of
fruit and vegetable and milk products arising from the school schemes and the distribution of products and
a 5 per cent increase in indirect consumption (out of school or on non-distribution days). No target is set for the
general public health objectives.

With a view to attaining the overall objectives, the following specific and operational objectives are set:

1. Refocus the current set-up towards the long-term objectives with a view to equipping both schemes with
educational tools, the target being to reach a level of 15-20 per cent for accompanying measures out of the budget
used.

2. Contribute to reconnecting young citizens with food and its source, the aim being to achieve increased
knowledge, attitudes and preferences by reaching a target of 60 per cent of eligible accompanying measures
dedicated to agriculture and agricultural products out of the total number of measures implemented.

These specific objectives translate into the following operational objectives aimed at:
 boosting and consolidating the educational dimension of the current regimes through compulsory
educational tools;

 increasing the link between the products and the scheme (the EU added value) by reviewing the
modalities of distribution to increase the visibility and EU added value and the requirements of
information tools to accompany distribution;

 developing a common evaluation methodology for the EU and MS evaluations and annual
monitoring of outputs by introducing obligatory national evaluations over a 5-year period,
improving annual monitoring reports and developing impact and result indicators to measure the
long term impact.

3. Unify and consolidate the current separate legal and financial frameworks and increase the visibility of
EU intervention, the target being to have one common strategy per Member State involved in the
distribution of both products. The operational objectives would be to:

7 IA, p. 7.
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 increase synergies between the two current schemes and their management efficiency (prioritization
by Member States of school intervention for the products in question based on nutritional needs (by
region, age group, social status and similar);

 increase the visibility of the EU schemes by designing an EU-wide communication campaign and
dedicated website.

4. Increase the efficiency of the spending dedicated to the promotion of the consumption of agricultural
products in schools, with the target of using the full potential dedicated to the fruit and vegetable
distribution annually. The target for the milk expenditure would be to maintain the current average take-up
and avoid significant decreases. The target for the reduction of administrative and organisational burden is to
reduce the information obligations and processes by 30 per cent for Member States and beneficiaries, which will
increase the cost-benefit of implementing the schemes. The operational objectives in this case are to:

 improve the conditions affecting the use of the budgetary potential by revisiting the financing
arrangements of the schemes;

 simplify the legal framework and reduce the administrative/organisational burden.

Range of options considered
The IA considered three policy options8:

1. Option 1: CAP 2020 - the status quo: the current situation with two separate schemes, SMS and SFS, is
kept, together with the changes foreseen by the CAP 2020 proposal: Changes proposed for SFS aim at
increasing the overall budget of the Scheme from 90 to 150 million euros, raising the EU co-financing rates
from 50/75 per cent to 75/90 per cent and making the obligatory accompanying measures eligible for EU co-
financing (currently they are financed exclusively from national, public or private funds). Changes to the
SMS provisions foresee the introduction of national or regional strategies and voluntary accompanying
measures. The financing arrangements are kept unchanged with the EU contribution limited to the aid per
product (18.5 euros/100 kg) and no overall ceiling on EU expenditure.

2. Option 2: Adjustment: Under this option, further adjustments and changes going beyond the CAP 2020
proposal would be envisaged in order to achieve a greater level of synergies between SFS and SMS but by
maintaining the separate financial and legal framework, the CAP 2020 financing arrangements as well as the
choice of products distributed. This option would entail a more significant revision of the SMS. Greater
synergies between the schemes could be achieved by means of: regulatory requirements set at the EU level,
such as a requirement for a common strategy for both schemes, including obligatory accompanying
measures for the SMS, targeting, common communication measures (common poster, campaigns), merger of
administrative requirements related to the aid applications, controls and other procedures; practical
synergies which Member States could achieve themselves (subsidiarity) in the organisation and logistics of
distribution, controls, reporting and similar; exchanges of views through joint annual meetings between
authorities in charge of implementation and stakeholders, as well as through the creation of a common
Group of Experts providing technical and scientific advice to the Commission (already in place for the SFS).

3. Option 3: New Framework: This option foresees a common legal and financial framework based on three
pillars:

 Strengthened educational dimension through common accompanying measures to accompany the
distribution of products: the Commission would draw up the list of eligible measures and costs,
leaving the Member States the choice of particular solutions that best suit their needs. These
measures would have a strong educational dimension with a focus on agricultural issues,
nutrition/health and environment issues and could occasionally include a wider choice of
agricultural products in thematic measures (to be approved by national health authorities).

8 IA, p. 36-40.
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 Limitation of the distribution to fresh fruit and vegetables (including bananas) and drinking milk
only.

 Common financing framework with a limited overall EU budget of 230 million euros (CAP 2020
neutral) with two separate budgets for fruit and vegetables (150 million euros) and milk (80 million
euros), the introduction of a ceiling for milk being new. The overall budget would be allocated to
Member States in separate envelopes for fruit and vegetables and for milk, with a possible transfer
between them (prioritisation of intervention through strategies); limitation of the EU contribution
through a fixed aid per portion of fruit and vegetables and aid per kg for milk (this would abolish
the principle of co-financing for the SFS); an increase in the EU subsidy for milk in order to reduce
the deadweight effect and increase the cost-benefit of distribution.

According to the IA, 'an EU-wide communication campaign would be envisaged for all options to bring
visibility to the CAP school regime, bring it closer to children with communication tools, and promote EU
initiatives in the area of health, food, agriculture and physical activity'9. No further details are given in the IA
regarding this campaign.

The following four options were discarded: discontinuation of the intervention at the EU level (no policy),
discontinuation of the SMS programme only, new framework focused exclusively on the disadvantaged
socio-economic groups (discarded as Member States are better placed to decide on their target groups
according to their needs), new framework with the regular distribution of a wider choice of agricultural
products in addition to the current fruit and vegetables and milk products (discarded because it would be
operationally difficult to implement and not proportionate as it would create additional burdens for
schools).

After comparing the options against their effectiveness, efficiency and coherence in meeting the set
objectives, the Commission concludes that the preferred option is option 3.

Scope of the Impact Assessment
The IA makes a comprehensive and detailed analysis of the impacts of all options, describing in each case
the situation of each scheme. All three options are assessed for their economic impacts (direct and indirect
impact on demand, long term impact on demand, consumption, farmers' income and prices, innovation,
trade with third countries) their social impacts (public health, social and territorial balance, employment and
job creation) their environmental impacts, their budgetary impacts and their administrative costs and
burden.

However, a certain number of aspects seem to lack sufficient explanations: in this regard, the decision to
depart from the scope of the existing schemes and to limit the scope of the new framework to fresh fruit and
vegetables (including bananas) and drinking milk only does not appear to be sufficiently substantiated, the
Commission merely indicating that this reflects the most frequent current practice and that it will entail a
reduction of administrative burden for applicants. Very little information is actually provided on the
number of Member States distributing processed products or the share of these (the Commission says that
the share of processed fruit and vegetables varied from approximately 1 per cent in North Rhine-Westphalia
to 62 per cent in Slovakia10). The IA also does not discuss what the impacts of a reduced range of products
would be and which Member States would be most impacted. Also, no evidence is provided of the current
administrative burden that the distribution of a wider range of products implies. Furthermore, the IA does
not explain how the proposed limitation will take into account children's preferences and behaviours
towards the products in question (which evolve also according to age) or national traditions, eating habits
and culture.

9 IA, p. 36.
10 IA, p. 41.



6

The changes brought to the financing framework, in particular the evolution from a co-financing system to a
fixed aid per portion for the SFS, are presented solely from a positive perspective (expected higher
participation of regions and/or Member States in economic difficulties, reduction of the disparities in the
price of products distributed and simplification in terms of management) without any discussion of any
potential negative effects. In particular, the IA does not discuss at all the risk that a fixed amount of aid may
result in cheaper, lower-quality products being subsidised or that in the absence of national top-up to the EU
subsidy, high parental contribution will be required, therefore jeopardizing the success of the scheme. The
Commission simply assumes in this respect that 'Member States will continue providing similar or even
higher amounts of national top-ups due to the increased attractiveness of the programme and reduced
administrative/organisational burdens. So the abolition of obligatory national co-financing for the F&V
[fruit and vegetables] will most likely not have an impact on the overall funds available and consequently
the volumes of products distributed'. The Commission refers in that respect to the SMS where 'even in the
absence of obligatory national co-financing national top-ups have been high (even though not for all
Member States)'11. On the other hand, the summary of the SMS external evaluation annexed to the IA
indicates that 'empirical research shows that the participation in the scheme increases drastically if the
products are provided for free' and that it is 'therefore advisable to discuss alternative financing models, for
example a co-financing approach'12.

In addition, the IA assumes a 30 per cent administrative burden reduction in the case of the setting up of
common procedures for the selection/approval of aid applicants, distribution of products, aid payment,
administrative controls, on the spot checks and information about the schemes. However, the difficulties
mentioned by stakeholders in establishing such logistical and distributional synergies, given the inherent
differences in the products to be distributed, although mentioned, are not further discussed. The IA also
does not appear sufficiently to discuss or quantify the increase in the administrative burden for national
administrations or schools (should they be in charge of the implementation) arising from the mandatory
common accompanying measures, the involvement of national health authorities and monitoring and
reporting obligations (in particular regarding the quantity of data to be collected).

Also, potential impacts of the flexibility in moving the earmarked funds between the schemes are not
assessed. Finally, the contribution of the schemes to social and territorial balance and the claimed
environmental advantages of option 3 are insufficiently discussed and evidenced.

Subsidiarity / proportionality
The EU right to act is set out in articles 38 to 44 TFEU, article 38 stipulating that 'the Union shall define and
implement a common agriculture and fisheries policy'. The present proposal is based on articles 42 and 43
(2) TFEU13. The Commission explains that both schemes were designed to 'bring young consumers to
appreciate fruit and vegetables and milk products, thus contributing to stabilising and enhancing respective
markets in accordance with the CAP objectives'14. The Commission adds that the arguments in favour of EU
action at the time are still valid today in a context of declining consumption of the above products and
changes in the consumption patterns towards highly processed food, leading to overweight and obesity
among children. EU involvement is considered necessary as Member States would not be able to tackle these
problems through their own resources, either at the national or regional level, an EU framework providing
the funding necessary to implement valuable initiatives across the EU. The Commission argues that the EU
regime also provides additional added value on top of already existing national schemes as it leads to
continuous knowledge, transparency, and experience transfer among participating Member States. Finally,
the Commission explains that the ‘school regimes respect the subsidiarity principle, with the participation of

11 IA, p. 51.
12 IA, p. 84.
13 The Council disagrees with this legal basis and argues that Article 43(3) TFEU- and not article 43(2) TFEU - is the
correct legal basis for the fixing of the level of aid.
14 IA, p. 29.
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Member States in the schemes being optional and a wide discretion given to Member States in designing and
implementing their schemes’15.

No reasoned opinions were tabled by any of the national parliaments.

Budgetary or public finance implications
The budgetary impacts of each option are assessed in the analysis of impacts. Regarding the preferred ‘new
framework’ option, the IA indicates that this option will be budgetary neutral for the EU (the EU budget will
remain as estimated for the CAP 2020 reform) and will remove uncertainties by introducing the overall limit
on the EU expenditure for the school schemes (overall EU budget of 230 million euros: 150 million euros for
the SFS and 80 million euros for the SMS). The IA argues that the abolition of the co-financing principle and
the introduction of a fixed aid per portion will be beneficial as it will imply a simplification in the
management of the scheme. Under the preferred option, administrative burden is expected to be reduced by
30 per cent (from 54 to 39 obligations).

SME test / Competitiveness
No SME test is performed in the IA and competitiveness is not addressed either. However, the impact of the
options on farmers’ income and prices are assessed, with no significant consequences being found. The IA
simply indicates that the ‘introduction of a flat rate per portion for fresh fruit and vegetables will bring a
more level playing field as regards the price of products distributed under the scheme, which could be felt
by the producers if products are sourced directly’16.

Simplification and other regulatory implications

The proposal amends parts of two CAP regulations (Regulation n°1308/2013 17 and Regulation n°
1306/201318) and merges two EU support schemes. Merging the schemes would save on administrative costs
as it would create a common administrative framework and unified procedures to access the funds. Further
simplification would also arise from the limitation of the scope of the scheme to two products and the
introduction of a fixed aid per portion.

Relations with third countries
The IA briefly assesses the impact arising from school schemes on trade with third countries, concluding that
this impact is not significant in light of the small quantities of products involved and the sourcing of
products (mostly local/regional for both schemes).

Quality of data, research and analysis
The IA mainly relies on the external evaluations of the SFS (2012) and the SMS (2013) as well as on the
recommendations made in the 2011 Court of Auditors special report on the effectiveness of the schemes. The
assessment and quantification of the administrative burden of the schemes is based on a 2011 report by
CEPS19 and is presented in detail in annex 6 of the IA. The analysis in the IA is further supported by
references to articles and surveys related to child nutrition, including WHO publications, as well as to the
effectiveness of farm to school programmes, notably in the US. Although the IA is rather well documented, it
appears to lack sufficient examples of national experiences with the schemes and, in particular, difficulties

15 IA, p. 30.
16 IA, p. 52.
17 Single Common Market Organisation Regulation, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 671.
18 Regulation on the financing, management and monitoring of the Common Agricultural Policy, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p.
549.
19 Centre for European Political Studies (CEPS) Special report ‘Measurement of administrative burdens generated by
European legislation, Administrative burden quantifications of School Fruit Scheme and School Milk Scheme’, 7
December 2011
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related to the lack of coordination between them. Furthermore, considering the change in the financial
regime, it would have been useful to know how EU funding compares to national contributions. Moreover,
the analysis of impacts appears overly positive with little or no indications of potential downsides to the
changes proposed. Stakeholders concerns regarding the different logistics and distribution are not
addressed.

Stakeholder consultation
The Commission indicates that the IA was preceded by a public consultation which ran for 12 weeks and
closed on 22 April 2013. The consultation was conducted on the basis of a consultation paper which solicited
input from the public through 9 open-ended questions relating to the formulation of the problems to tackle,
the objectives of the review and possible scenarios to reach the objectives. 347 contributions were received,
the majority from organisations or companies, followed by public authorities and citizens.

The Commission also states that, in addition to the public consultation, separate meetings and hearings were
organised, but no further information is provided in this regard. In particular, it is unclear if Member States,
regional/local authorities and schools (which are often in charge of the implementation) were consulted on
the options beyond the public consultation. The IA does not contain an annex with the summary of the
consultation process as is usually the case. The result of the public consultation is only briefly summarised in
a table in the IA: it concluded that an overwhelming majority of contributions agree with the problems and
challenges identified in the consultation paper, that respondents highlighted additional problems such as
administrative and organisational burdens, low subsidy level of the milk scheme making it unattractive and
the lack of educational tools, and that there is broad recognition of the importance of accompanying
measures. Regarding the preferred option, the IA indicates that the public consultation did not yield an
overwhelming support for any of the options identified in the consultation paper, each of the three options
receiving almost equal backing20, with option 2 (adjustment) receiving a very small advantage over the new
framework option.

It is interesting to note in this regard that the 'new framework option' put forward in the consultation paper
made reference to a new framework with a wider choice of agricultural products in addition to the current
fruit and vegetables and milk products (an option which was discarded in the final IA, the Commission
favouring a limitation of the scope of the scheme) and did not seem to mention the proposed modifications
to the financing framework. It is unclear from the IA if all relevant stakeholders were consulted on the
preferred 'new framework option' as it was ultimately designed and examined in the IA. Generally
speaking, the position of the different actors involved is not well reflected in the IA and their concerns are
not sufficiently discussed.

Monitoring and evaluation
Data will be collected from Member States each year regarding the implementation of the programme. The
monitoring will be carried out on the basis of the annual monitoring reports to measure the immediate
outputs and monitor accompanying measures. The evaluation will consist of Member States' evaluation
reports after five years of implementation; an external EU wide evaluation one year after the Member States'
evaluation to assess overall effectiveness, efficiency and coherence, an EU group of expert to provide
Member States and the Commission with advice and a study on long-term impact indicators. The IA
contains a table with the key indicators that will be used to assess the progress in achieving the set
objectives.

Commission Impact Assessment Board
The Commission Impact Assessment Board (IAB) delivered a positive opinion on the draft IA on 16 October
2013, nevertheless making some recommendations for improvement regarding the problem definition, the

20 IA, p. 9.
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clarification of the objectives and the EU added value, the presentation and assessment of the options and
stakeholder views and monitoring arrangements. Most of these recommendations appear to have been taken
into account, with the exception of the presentation of stakeholders' views which remains weak.

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA
The IA and the legislative proposal appear to correspond. It is interesting to note that the IA does not discuss
the criteria for the allocation of funds between the Member States, nor the conditions under which, and the
percentage up to which, the Member States can transfer their allocations from one envelope to the other.

Conclusions

Overall, the IA appears to be well documented and researched. However, potential downsides to the
various options could have been more fully examined and stakeholder positions and concerns more
adequately presented and taken into consideration. More generally, the conclusion that there is a necessity to
act now, before the changes brought by the CAP 2020 agreement are implemented and evaluated, would
have benefited from further explanation and evidence.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________

This note, prepared by the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit for the Committee on Agriculture of the European Parliament (AGRI),
analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the Commission’s own Impact Assessment Guidelines, as well as additional
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This document is also available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/studies.html
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