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1) Impact Assessment Board Opinion 

(A) Context 

This initiative is presented in the context of the Reform of the Common Market 
Organisation for Fruit and Vegetables (COM(2007)17) of September 2007, which aims at 
reversing the declining consumption of fruit and vegetables, and of the Commission 
White Paper on "A Strategy for Europe on Nutrition, Overweight and Obesity and related 
health issues", which stresses the importance of fruit and vegetables consumption as part 
of a healthy diet. 

When approving the Fruit and Vegetable reform, the Council "invited the Commission to 
come forward with a proposal for a school fruit scheme ... based on an impact 
assessment of the benefits, practicability and administrative costs involved." The 
European Parliament, in its report on the EU draft general budget for 2008, "re-
emphasised its strong commitment to the proper budgetary endowment of funds for 
school fruit and vegetables". 

The Commission's Legislative and Work programme 2008 makes reference to a possible 
School Fruit Scheme (2008/AGRI/004) "conditional on the conclusions of an assessment 
demonstrating its value added at EU level." 

The legal basis of the proposal is Art. 37, supported by Art. 33 and 152 of the EC Treaty. 

(B) Positive aspects 

The report is written in a clear and concise manner and presents detailed supporting 
material in the annexes. Improvements have been made following the recommendations 
in the first Opinion of the 1AB. These relate to the demonstration of EU added value of an 
EU school fruit scheme, a clarification of objectives and budgetary impacts at EU level, 
and the extension of the analysis of options. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

The recommendations below are listed in order of descending importance. 

General recommendation: 

The report needs to provide further clarification of whether the intake of fruit and 
vegetables that is discussed under option 4 (driving initiatives) would have the 
desired impacts compared to the recommended intake under existing national 
schemes. The report should present more information on the implementation 
mechanisms of the options in order to assess whether they are proportional in 
relation to the objectives. It should also state more clearly how the different options 
score in relation to the specific objectives, and how the criteria to assess the options 
have been applied. Some presentational changes should be made to make the report 
a more self-standing and coherent document. 

(1) The description of the implementing mechanisms and administrative/ 
reporting requirements at EU and national level should be further improved. 
The report should for example explain what impacts could be achieved under 
option 3 (Supporting initiatives) if more budget was made available in addition to 
what is already foreseen for promotion measures under the recent reform of the 
fruit and vegetable CMO. For option 4 (Driving initiatives), the report should 
clarify how the envisaged provision of 120g per day of provision relates to the 
"Conditions for successful implementation of a SFS" (in section S3.), advocating a 
400g/day minimum consumption. The report should also give more information 
e.g. as regards the content and function of the Commission guidelines for the 
national strategies (e.g. whether/what minimum technical criteria for 
implementation, such as minimum portions, frequency of provision etc., would be 
set), and relating to the envisaged reporting obligations for national 
administrations/ participating schools (using information currently presented in 
annex 14). 

(2) The report should state more clearly how the different options compare in 
relation to the specific objectives by clarifying the criteria to assess the options 
and how they have been used for comparing them. The criteria presented at the 
beginning of chapter 9 and the 'core criteria' presented under point 7.3 should 
reflect all specific objectives and should be used in a transparent manner in the 
tables comparing the options (presented in chapter 10). Concerning the likely 
impacts of a provision only once a week (which underlies the expenditure 
calculation), the report should clarify what lessons can be drawn from existing 
schemes with weekly rather than daily provision, and whether positive impacts can 
be expected regardless of the distribution frequency chosen by Member States. This 
should also include more information on why the proposed target group of 6-10 
year old children was selected. 

(3) The main text should be made more self-standing by presenting some more 
detailed information currently included in the annexes, e.g. regarding the indicators 
for monitoring and evaluating success of the scheme (annex 15). 

(4) The presentation of facts and data should be improved, e.g. the "lessons learnt" 
(p.20), the "conditions for success" (p.41), and annex 16 should be harmonised and 
presented only once. Statements about expected employment and job creation 



effects (p.32) and about benefits for taxpayers from the reduction of national health 
expenditure (p.37) should be underpinned with evidence or toned down. The report 
should also resolve the presentational inconsistency between section 9.2.1 where it 
is stated that in the UK provision is once or twice a week with p. 68 of annex 13 
where it is presented as a daily scheme. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

It appears that all necessary procedural elements have been complied with. 
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