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(A) Context 

The School Milk Scheme (SMS) and the School Fruit Scheme (SFS) are EU-funded 
school distribution programmes under the EU's Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 
targeting children in school settings. The two Schemes have developed independently 
(the SMS since 1977 and the SFS since 2008). Both schemes aim to increase, on a lasting 
basis, the share of these products in children's diets, thus contributing to the CAP 
objectives of stabilising markets and ensuring the long term demand. Additionally, the 
schemes are in line with the wider public health objectives as they contribute to shaping 
the sustainable healthy eating habits. Recent studies including external evaluations of the 
two schemes and the European Court of Auditors report questioned the effectiveness of 
these schemes and identified a number of weaknesses that need to be addressed if these 
schemes were to continue. This impact assessment report supports a possible review of 
the CAP schemes providing agricultural products to school children. 

(B) Overall opinion: POSITIVE 

The report should be improved in a number of respects. First, it should explain the 
main changes to the School Milk Scheme since 2000 when the Commission proposed 
to terminate it. The report should also clarify which problems, if any, have been 
already addressed in the June 2013 CAP political agreement. It should explain why 
educational tools are expected to make the School Schemes more effective, and what 
requirements for such tools will be set at the EU level. Second, the report should 
justify the ambition level of quantitative targets set as a part of the objectives, and 
explain how the objectives facilitate prioritising distribution in areas where 
consumption of targeted products is deemed to be insufficient. Third, the report 
should quantify the administrative burden for all options. It should better explain 
why option 3 (new framework) compares so favourably to the other two options, 
given that there seem little tangible differences between their impacts. Finally, the 
report should better present the main concerns voiced by different stakeholder 
groups on each option and their impacts. 

In their written communication with the Board DG AGRI accepted to amend the 
report along the lines of these recommendations. 

* Note that this opinion concerns a draft impact assessment report which may differ from the one adopted. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Elaborate upon the problem definition and baseline scenario. The report should 
provide key data on the implementation of the two School Schemes (e.g. annual budget 
and actual spending, those Member States that benefit, how EU funding compares to 
national contributions and consumption of fruit, vegetables and milk products by school 
children in these Member States). It should clarify what problems have already been 
addressed by the CAP 2020 political agreement, in particular with regards to increase of 
budget and co-financing rate for the SFS. The report should explain what changes have 
been made to the School Milk Scheme since 2000, which would help to justify 
statements that the CAP school schemes have been built on right foundations and 
principles. It should present more convincing evidence of the problems identified and 
stated benefits of the School Schemes. For example, it should explain how educational 
tools and different distribution modes (free/paid, canteen/outside meals) contribute to 
increased consumption of targeted products. The report should clarify the concrete 
problems stemming from uncoordinated schemes, using examples of successful or failed 
implementation of the School Schemes, and highlight the consequences. In doing so, it 
should make greater use of external evaluations' conclusions regarding the relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, EU added value and coherence of the two Schemes. The report 
should develop a baseline scenario by describing how the identified problems are likely 
to evolve without further EU action, for example, explaining how Schemes' efficiency 
will be affected without further administrative and organisational improvements. 

(2) Clarify the objectives and the EU added value. The report should better explain the 
EU added value of the School Schemes as it seems that Member States with already high 
levels of consumption of milk and fruit by children are the main beneficiaries of the two 
schemes. As some Member States already had national school schemes prior to the EU 
involvement in this area, it should discuss the risk of crowding out national funding for 
such programmes. The report should justify the level of ambition of the quantitative 
targets set as a part of the objectives, for example, by explaining how direct and indirect 
consumption targets relate to the current consumption in different Member States and 
recommended minimum consumption of fruit, vegetable and milk products. It should 
also explain why targets under specific objectives focus on the levels of expense as 
opposed to the actual desired outcome (e.g. increased consumption of fruit, vegetable and 
milk products, increased visibility of the School Schemes, etc.). The report should 
explain how it will facilitate prioritisation of distribution in areas (by region, Member 
State, social category, etc.) where consumption is deemed to be insufficient or below 
average. 

(3) Better present, assess and compare the options. The report should better describe 
the options (e.g. abolition of obligatory national co-financing for fruit and vegetables 
becomes clear only in the impacts section) and better explain their different components, 
as well as the optional/compulsory aspects. It should substantiate with evidence or 
otherwise corroborate the stated economic, social and environmental impacts. For 
example, why is it expected that raising the School Fruit Schemes budget to €150 million 
per year will yield a higher immediate impact on the market in terms of volumes 
distributed, generating the direct increase in the demand, if the current budget (€90 
million) is not fully spent? The report should explain how the School Schemes would 
contribute to social and territorial balance (including at regional/local level) focusing on 
those in most need. It should better substantiate the stated environmental advantages of 
option 3 (new framework), e.g. any measures aiming at reduced packaging waste or 
energy savings. The report should quantify the administrative burden (or its reduction) of 
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all options whenever these are significant. It should clearly summarise the impacts for 
each option in a comparable manner and link it consistently to the impact analysis. The 
report should better explain and substantiate why option 3 compares so favourably to the 
other two options, given that there is little tangible difference between the impacts of 
each option. 

(4) Better present stakeholder views and monitoring arrangements. The report 
should better present different stakeholder views throughout the report, in particular, 
regarding the options and assessment of impacts. It should only use monitoring indicators 
which measure the success of the School Schemes. For example, it is questionable if 
public health data on Body Mass Index can be attributable directly to the effect of School 
Schemes. 

Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to be 
incorporated in the final version of the impact assessment report. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

The report should explain the main terminology used, such as "vulnerable" groups or less 
developed regions. 

(E) IAB scrutiny process 

Reference number 2013/AGRI/015 

External expertise used No 

Date of IAB meeting Written procedure (16 October 2013) 
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