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SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Budgetary Control calls on the Committee on Agriculture and Rural 
Development, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions into its 
motion for a resolution:

– having regard to the report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the 
Council on the implementation of the provisions concerning producer organisations, 
operational funds and operational programmes in the fruit and vegetables sector since the 
2007 reform (COM(2014)0112),

– having regard to Article 18(4) of Council Regulation No 1234/2007 establishing a 
common organisation of agricultural markets and on specific provisions for certain 
agricultural products1,

A. whereas the 2007 reform aimed to strengthen the fruit and vegetable producer 
organisations (POs) by providing a wider range of tools to make it possible, among other 
measures, to prevent and manage market risks, as well as enhancing and concentrating 
supply, improving quality and competitiveness, adapting supply to match the market, and 
providing technical support for environment-friendly production;

B. whereas incentives were created to encourage mergers between POs and between 
associations of producer organisations (APOs), as well as transnational cooperation, in 
order to develop the bargaining power of POs in the distribution chain;

C. whereas POs in the fruit and vegetable sector may set up an operational fund to finance 
operational programmes approved by the Member States;

D. whereas those funds are financed by contributions from the PO’s members or the PO itself 
and by EU financial assistance, and this cofinancing fosters commitment on the part of 
beneficiaries and helps ensure that they make good use of the assistance, as well as having 
a multiplier effect;

E. whereas in certain regions transitional support may be given to encourage producers who 
wish to acquire the status of POs in order to form producer groups, and whereas this 
funding may be partially reimbursed by the EU and ceases once the producer group is 
recognised as a PO;

1. Points out that the public consultation on policy options and the impact assessment thereof 
in connection with the review of the EU regime for the fruit and vegetable sector carried 
out by the Commission from 4 June 2012 to 9 September 2012 revealed a majority in 
favour of the continuation of the regime;

2. Notes that according to the data provided by the abovementioned report:

(a) there was a slight decline in 2003-2010 in the total EU area cropped with fruit and 
vegetables (– 6 %) and a sharper fall in the number of holdings with fruit and 

1 OJ L 154, 17.6.2009, p. 1.
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vegetables (– 39 %);

(b) there was a rise in the average area cropped with fruit and vegetables per holding;

(c) there was a small fall in the volume of fruit and vegetable production in the EU, i.e. a 
3 % decrease in average fruit and vegetable production in 2008-2010 as compared 
with 2004-2006; and 

(d) in the same period the average value of fruit and vegetable production at current prices 
rose slightly: + 6.5 %;

3. Welcomes:

(a) the increase in the organisation rate, the share of the total value of EU fruit and 
vegetable production marketed by POs and APOs in 2010 being about 43 % (34 % in 
2004);

(b) the improved attractiveness of POs, the share of total fruit and vegetables producers 
that are members of POs having increased from 10.4 % in 2004 to 16.5 % in 2010; and

(c) the increased attractiveness of APOs as demonstrated by the rapid rise in the number 
of APOs, coupled with the substantial increase in the number and share of POs that are 
members of APOs;

4. Regrets the fact that the organisation rate remains low in several Member States, with POs 
that are small in terms of both the number of producer members and the total value of 
market production, and that most producers, in particular in some southern Member States 
and some Member States that joined the EU in 2004 and later, are excluded from the 
direct benefits of the EU regime for the fruit and vegetable sector;

5. Points to the need to improve the organisation rate in the sector, bearing in mind that it is 
clearly higher in regions where production and marketing are more modernised and 
geared to export, while it is weakest in countries that have not had an opportunity to use 
operational funds for many years;

6. Considers it necessary, therefore, to make producer organisations more attractive by 
reducing red tape and improving the support given to these groups by the European 
Union, as well as making improvements to crisis management mechanisms;

7. Points out that the conditions for applying for the assistance regime and justifying 
applications are excessive and imprecise, and are subject to multiple checks by a range of 
administrative bodies that are often neither consistent nor precise, leading certain types of 
partners to abandon the regime and certain POs to decide not to submit operational 
programmes; considers it vital in this context to clarify the European legislation on the 
recognition of POs in order to guarantee the legal security of the regime and prevent 
uncertainty among producers;

8. Stresses that the objective of reaching an average rate of 60 % by 2013 set in the 2007 
reform was excessive and arbitrary, since it took no account of a range of significant 
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factors, such as the entry of Eastern European countries and the need to adapt the features 
of the system to those countries;

9. Is concerned that the largest POs (about 18 % of all POs with a turnover of more than 
EUR 20 million) receive about 70 % of EU financial assistance;

10. Takes the view that the 2012 evaluation reports sent by BE, CY, CZ, DK, DE, ES, FR, 
HU, IT, NL, AT, PT and UK demonstrate the need to improve operational programmes in 
order to optimise production costs, stabilise producer prices and enhance the attractiveness 
of POs; points out that those programmes help to achieve some environmental objectives 
such as landscape preservation, climate change mitigation, preserving air, water, and soil 
quality and reducing waste production;

11. Deplores the following weaknesses identified in the setting-up of some national strategies: 
too large a number of objectives, lack of precise predefined targets for the different 
objectives, and in particular the very low operational effectiveness of crisis prevention and 
management instruments, in connection mainly with harvest insurance, promotion and 
communication and product withdrawal, chiefly because these must be financed to the 
detriment of other structural measures and aid for withdrawals is in many cases not 
sufficient, and also because of the considerable amount of red tape involved; deplores the 
fact that those instruments can cope only with individual market crises and are insufficient 
to manage large-scale crises such as the current one caused by the Russian embargo; 

12. Sees a need to establish preventive measures to help POs understand and correctly 
calculate and use predefined performance indicators, and stresses that in many cases there 
is an excessive number of performance indicators, which makes the procedure extremely 
difficult for both POs and the administration; believes that in this context it would be 
much more useful to have fewer but more significant indicators;

13. Regrets the fact that the Commission avoided reporting on the weaknesses in the control 
systems regarding POs and operational programmes, and emphasises that in its annual 
report 2013 the European Court of Auditors revealed shortcomings in granting recognition 
to producer groups in Poland;

14. Stresses that the Director-General of DG AGRI entered a reservation in the DG’s 2013 
annual activity report as regards granting recognition to producer groups in Austria, the 
Netherlands, Poland and the UK; notes that it is estimated that up to 25 % of total 
expenditure might be at risk; considers it vital in this connection to verify whether the 
possible disqualification of a PO is due to incorrect recognition procedures on the part of 
the national authorities, which should lead to those authorities being disqualified on the 
grounds that they are failing to comply with the regime’s objectives, or whether it is due 
to a lack of clarity in the rules, in which case the rules should be clarified;

15. Points out that both the Russian embargo and the programme for emergency market 
measures for perishable fruit and vegetables adopted by the Commission in August and 
September 2014 confirm that an improvement in the crisis prevention and management 
instruments is absolutely necessary;

16. Asks the Commission to report on how the rule requiring that a minimum of 10 % be 
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spent on environmental actions going beyond mandatory standards in each operational 
programme (or alternatively requiring that each programme include at least two such 
actions) has been implemented.
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