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(The Chairman opened the hearing by explaining to Members the purpose of the meeting. He
outlined the procedure to be followed and gave the floor to the Commissioner-designate for an
introductory statement.)

Schreyer, Commission. - (DE)  Ladies and gentlemen, I have played an active role in politics
as a Member of Parliament for many years, and on several occasions in that time I have argued
for the right of Parliament to hold hearings such as those being conducted at present for the
Commissioners-designate.  I welcome the right to hold hearings as a victory for democracy, not
only from the point of view of Parliament, but also from the point of view of a Commissioner-
designate.  I believe it plays an essential role in ensuring the democratic legitimacy of the
European Commission.

This is all the more important in view of the great and complex tasks that the Commission has to
fulfil.  Its task will be to improve on that which has already been achieved, to adapt to new
developments and to further develop the European Union, for the European Union is both a
reality and a vision.  The list of the responsibilities the Commission must assume to carry
through this process of improvement, adaptation and further development is extensive.  I will
only give a few examples. Monetary union, which in my opinion represents a very important
step forward, will require the Member States’ economic  and financial policies to be
coordinated.  Environmental protection and the concept of a sustainable economy must be
incorporated into all policy areas.  Equal treatment for men and women has not yet been
achieved in many fields, and millions of unemployed people are legitimately looking to all the
Member States to adopt measures to combat unemployment.

These are only a few examples, but they show that our vision of the European Union goes far
beyond common economic responsibilities.  It includes responsibility for democratic
development within a common Europe.  It includes a common responsibility to uphold human
rights and guarantee fundamental rights, and to create a Europe with which all citizens can
identify and assume responsibility for each other.

I am well aware of the scale of the Commission’s tasks and of the responsibility which I seek to
assume as a Member of the Commission and as the Commissioner responsible for the budget,
financial control and action to combat fraud. I have been working for many years in the field of
financial and budgetary policy, whether as an academic or a politician, with both governmental
and parliamentary responsibilities.

Naturally, the budgetary policy of a federal unit within a Member State is subject to different
rules and a different financial system, and serves other purposes than those of the budgetary
policy of the European Union, but I can assure you that I gained my experience of budgetary



policy during a very difficult period of rapidly decreasing revenues and rapidly rising
expenditure.

But that has not been the only inference on my budgetary beliefs and my basic views on budget
policy. These are as follows: to be economical and efficient in the use not only of natural
resources, but also of monetary resources, in other words, the contributions of Europe’s
taxpayers.  And another basic tenet of my budgetary creed is that there should be no shifting of
the burden onto future generations.

I therefore welcome the fact that, with the stability and growth pact, the Member States have
undertaken to reduce the level of their budget deficits. I also welcome the fact that all involved
in formulating the European Union budget – Parliament and the Council, as the budgetary
authorities, and the Commission – are committed to stringent budgetary discipline.  Budgetary
discipline means, for me, constantly reviewing priorities, as new and different demands are
constantly being made on the budget.  This is shown by the needs immediately facing us in the
area of budget policy, namely to provide the requisite funds for reconstruction in Kosovo, to
provide financial support to help bring political and economic stability to the Balkan states and
to provide Turkey with effective aid to cope with the aftermath of the terrible earthquake.  The
range of these tasks indicate that the Union is developing increasingly from an economic
community into a political union, a fact which must also be reflected in the structure of the
budget.

In any democracy there will always be conflicting views on the structure and level of the
budget, i.e. how much must be spent on what.  But there should be complete agreement that
mismanagement and maladministration cannot be tolerated, and above all, that fraud must be
combatted.  Combatting fraud is not the responsibility of the new anti-fraud office alone, but of
all European institutions, bodies and services, and it is also the responsibility of all Member
States and also of the states which benefit from economic relations with the Union.  It will not
be possible to eliminate fraud completely, for it will not be possible to eliminate crime
completely, whether in relation to customs or in relation to other forms of taxation and areas of
expenditure.  But we will only be able to restore public confidence in European politics by
making it absolutely clear that fraud will not be tolerated or covered up, but exposed and
punished.

I shall act in independently in the performance of my duties as a Commissioner.  I shall neither
seek nor accept instructions from any government or any other body, but naturally my views on
public duties at European level have been shaped by my own experiences.  I come from Berlin,
a city which is currently on the eastern edge of the Union, and was divided by a wall as recently
as 10 years ago. As I fulfil my political duties, I shall not forget the role played by the US,
France and the United Kingdom to uphold freedom and democracy and indeed to ensure
physical survival within that city.  Nor shall I forget that the final collapse of the wall was
precipitated by Hungary’s courageous action in opening its borders.  I shall do everything in my
power to promote the enlargement of the Union.  At the same time I am well aware that
enlargement presupposes that the Union will hold fast together.

A Europe that stands for democracy, the protection of human rights and the preservation of
prosperity, the environment and mutual solidarity: these are the values and objectives that I shall
seek to uphold as a Member of the European Commission.

(Applause)



Böge (PPE). – (DE)  Mrs Schreyer, there has been and will be no witch hunt, and in fact I
should like to say that your written answer concerning the relationship between the
Commissioner and the directorate-general shows a very responsible attitude.  However, I should
like to ask once again: what would you do, if the European Parliament called on you to resign
by a two-thirds majority?  I should be grateful if you could clarify your written answers on this
point.

Secondly, I should also like to the know the following: you mention in your written answers the
Commission’s right to manage its own affairs, and the need for this to be respected. Let us be
clear: what are the areas with which Parliament must not concern itself, despite the fact that we
make the funds available for the technical assistance offices, the agencies and in many cases?
Thirdly, I should like to know whether you could definitely state that in future the budget
remarks on which Parliament votes in plenary in the course of the budgetary procedure will be
regarded by you, the Budget Commissioner, as binding?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) In answer to your first question, all potential Members of the
incoming Commission had to give the President an undertaking that, if he asked them to resign,
they would do so.  I have given that assurance, and will abide by it.  In deciding whether to ask a
Member of the Commission to resign, the President will take into account whether the
Commissioner has fulfilled the duties incumbent on him or her as a Member of the Commission,
and he would also take into account whether the code of conduct had been complied with. I can
only repeat once again the undertaking I gave the President of the Commission.

With reference to the passage you quoted from my written reply: I take the view, and will do all
that I can to ensure, that Parliament’s rights in the legislative field must be developed further.
But we must also have administrative tasks, on the other hand, and I shall take responsibility in
the administrative area, and to that extent I am in favour of treating the administrative domain
separately. I know, of course, that you have control over it and will also need information in
order to exercise that control and indeed be able to do so. With regard to your question on the
budget remarks, I believe that it goes without saying that these will be incorporated in all
decisions.

Chairman. – (EN) Can I follow it up because the question was would you resign if Parliament
had the two-thirds majority. Your response is the same response as your written response. It is
not quite the same thing.

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) Let me repeat what I said. I assume that the President of the
Commission, if he were to ask a Member of the Commission to resign, would also take
Parliament’s position into account, and so let me repeat: if the President asks me to resign on
any grounds whatsoever, I shall comply.

Walter (PSE). – (DE) Your written replies cover a great number of technical and substantive
matters. However, in addition to these purely technical questions, we are also interested in the
person before us in her capacity as a citizen of Europe with her own ideas concerning the further
development of the European Union. So, to allow us to see a little more of your own personal
political stance, would you please tell us what are the three areas of European politics which you
would regard as priorities in the coming years and would focus on in your capacity as
Commissioner for the Budget, supposing you believe that such priorities should be set? In what



direction is the European Union developing, and what use will this Commissioner make of her
powers in order to hasten the process?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) Mr Walter, I regard European politics as a continual process of
further development, as history has shown. Over the next five years, I regard the project of
Union enlargement as a very significant development to which I, as Budget Commissioner, shall
also devote my efforts. I also regard the stabilisation of monetary union as an important task.
We have already taken the step of introducing monetary union, but this must be underpinned by
a corresponding coordination of economic and financial policy. This coordination must take
account of the requirement to develop policies to combat unemployment. In the budgetary area,
I regard it as necessary – even if we now have a stable framework – to launch a debate about
further reform as soon as possible.

Walter (PSE). – (DE) I should like to probe a little deeper into this question. One of our central
problems is how to combat unemployment and, as you will know, Parliament has stated its
views on this subject on many occasions already. In previous years we have also established
priorities within the budget for the purpose of achieving progress in that area. Would you be
prepared to state a little more firmly your position on this subject and whether you might
envisage speeding things up in this area in cooperation with us.

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) We already have the common measures to combat
unemployment. These play an important role in connection with the Structural Funds. My
political experiences as a member of the Berlin regional parliament also gave me some
experience as a recipient of Structural Funds assistance. For example, the URBAN programme
played an important role in this area. I can only repeat how very pleased I was that this
programme was reinstated for the period after 2000 by Parliament, and how many important
initiatives and innovative actions will be set up under its auspices.

I regard the processes which have been agreed – the Cardiff process as well as the Luxembourg
process – as significant steps forward. In particular, it is essential to pay considerable attention
to life-long further training opportunities for workers, as the effect of the changes taking place in
the economic field is to revolutionise career patterns, so that individuals no longer learn a skill
and spend their lives working on the basis of the expertise they have acquired, but must
constantly learn new skills. I take it as read that the Commission will also have to pay great
attention to the macroeconomic dialogue which the Cologne European Council decided to set
up. The incoming Commission has decided once again to set up a working group to deal with
the important subjects of employment, competition, growth and sustainable development. I shall
also belong to this working group, which will be chaired by Mr Prodi and which, naturally, will
have to pay particular attention to the question of combating unemployment.

Virrankoski (ELDR) – (FI) Madam Commissioner-designate, first of all I should like to thank
you for the good replies you gave to the written questions. However, I wish to draw attention to
one point. The Commissioner responsible for the EU budget is also responsible for its
implementation. The EU is very slow to make payments. The official processing of invoices
payable by the Union often takes as long as a year, while even in the very best cases it drags on
for several months. In the EU Member States it is customary for invoices to be payable within
14 days or, at most, one month. The EU exceeds deadlines, causing unreasonable damage not
only to individuals but also, in particular, to small and medium-sized enterprises. What,
therefore, do you intend to do to restore the EU’s reputation for conscientiousness in paying its
bills and ensure that the EU pays them in time?



Schreyer, Commission.  - (DE) The 60-day period does exist. I regard this as a deadline which
must be adhered to. In many areas these periods have been far exceeded. One important area is
that covered by Relax. The problem has been acknowledged here and renewed efforts are being
made to keep within the 60-day limit. I shall see to it that I am informed of the areas in which
this limit is systematically exceeded. Then we must ascertain what measures can be taken. This
is a crucial issue for a Commissioner who is responsible not only for the budget but also for
financial control and fraud prevention.  On the one hand, I must pay close attention to financial
control and fraud prevention; on the other hand, payments must not be made so belatedly that
they can no longer serve their purpose. With regard to small and medium-sized undertakings, for
example, it can happen that the assistance that was supposed to have been provided never
arrives. I shall pay close attention to the question you have raised.

Buitenweg (Greens/ALE). – (NL) The Amsterdam Treaty has turned asylum and migration
policy into a Community matter. At present some Member States are working on the idea of
some kind of system for financial solidarity among Member States in receiving asylum-seekers,
which would operate via the EU budget. There is already a small fund for refugees, but it is too
limited to be really effective as a means of sharing financial responsibility. Are you in favour of
a substantial fund for refugees? And if so – supposing that the Tampere summit does not
produce anything – what steps do you envisage taking? As it needs to be a substantial fund in
order to work properly, how do you believe it could be budgeted for?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) Unfortunately, the readiness of some Member States to accept
refugees is very limited. I regret to have to say so, for such readiness is not only an act of
solidarity but a sign of the Member States’ determination to take action to persuade other
Member States to uphold human rights. I come from a Member State in which the question of
distributing the financial burden of refugees throughout the Community is increasingly being
discussed. And it is the case that, in some Member States with federal structures where regional
units have declared that they are prepared to accept refugees, other such units are not prepared to
participate in the cost.

I should also like to make it quite clear that the financial consequences of accepting refugees
should not be borne by the EU budget alone, but that the Member States should accept direct
responsibility for them. In any event I welcome the proposals calling for compensatory
measures, although these cannot be 100% effective. I cannot make you any promises yet with
regard to the initiatives I shall take in this area. Here, too, I shall wait for the outcome of the
next summit

Markov (GUE/NGL). – (DE) Mr President, Mrs Schreyer, in your reply to question 10, you
yourself noted that the funds currently allocated to the reconstruction of Kosovo will probably
not be sufficient.

This applies all the more in connection with the implementation of the stability pact as a whole.
In politics, of course, situations will always arise in which it will be necessary to make greater
demands on funds. However, it is clear from all your replies that your preferred approach is to
rely almost exclusively on the redeployment of funds within the budget. I should like to ask you
the following question: if the need for additional funds arose, in connection with the
enlargement to the East or other unforeseen political necessities, would you be in favour of
increasing funding, which is set at a certain percentage of GDP – currently only 1.1% - up to the
potential maximum of 1.27% of GDP, or which technical budget proposals would you, as
Commissioner, put forward in order to tackle the problem?



Schreyer, Commission.  – (DE)  I take the view that, in the case of new expenditure, initially
we must always see how it could be financed by the redeployment of funds. This question does
not concern the EU budget only. If a decision is taken at EU level that a proposal should not be
financed by the redeployment of funds, the problem is passed on to the Member States. The
question that always arises is the level at which efforts are made in the first instance to redeploy
funds.

We shall shortly be adopting the budget. I am not talking about the financing of aid in the 1999
budgetary year; the outgoing Commission will be drawing up and adjusting a supplementary
and amending budget for that at the next meeting. There are not such considerable financial
difficulties for the 1999 budget year, as it involves relatively small amounts compared to the
budgets for the year 2000 and subsequent years. For the year 2000 the sum of EUR 500 million
is currently being discussed. I believe that we have to examine the Council’s proposals. We
shall see how far Parliament will be able to endorse them. I am assuming that redeployment will
not be enough to cope with the additional expenditure arising in the year 2000 and that we shall
have to ascertain the extent to which we can draw on the contingency reserve.

I do not wish to pre-empt the negotiations on this question. I have explained my position on this
subject to you. With regard to Kosovo, at present we do not yet have a comprehensive estimate
of the cost of reconstruction. These figures will be available soon. I suggest that we first deal
with the matter of how to cope with expenditure in the year 2000. The question of amending the
financial perspective for subsequent years should be discussed only on the basis of definite
figures. But I should make it clear that, as I indicated in my answer, the figures in question at
present only relate to the reconstruction of Kosovo, and not to the stability pact as a whole.

I am sure we all hope that a democratic outcome will be achieved in Yugoslavia. The EU will
then have an obligation to act, and Parliament and the Commission will have to propose
appropriate financial arrangements.

Chairman. – (EN) Mrs Schreyer, in your written response on the 2000 budget - on the EUR
500 million you said something similar to what you said just now about use of redeployment,
use of the contingency reserve and probably a revision of the financial perspective. If we were
starting from scratch and you were to recommend to the Council how Kosovo should be funded,
would your views on the EUR 500 million be any different to that?

Schreyer, Commission.  – (DE) The Council has submitted its proposals. They are the basis for
the proposals which the Commission must now put forward. I have an open mind with regard to
the possible revision of the financial perspective. After all, it follows from the interinstitutional
agreement that this is an instrument that should be used if the other instruments prove
inadequate. I see it as one such instrument, whose possible use must be considered. I should like
to state the priorities once again. My first priority is to attempt to finance proposals by means of
redeployment; this always depends on whether it is seen as politically acceptable. I am
convinced that at the same time we must send a signal to Europe’s citizens that we must make
great efforts to fulfil the tasks incumbent on us by reordering our priorities. This will be ensured
by the fact that all those involved in the budget procedure have given strict undertakings not to
exceed the upper limit of 1.27% of GDP for the budget.

Turchi (UEN). – (IT) I, also, wish to thank you for your written replies. My question is as
follows: You were very clear in your written reply concerning what the Commission’s future



plans might be with regard to the allocation of funds in terms of policy areas, such as
employment, growth and sustainable development. The two examples you mentioned were
Agenda 2000 and Kosovo. I wish to know, specifically, what you believe will be the sectors in
which you will have to apply budget policies, i.e. where you intend to operate in effect and
which particular sectors will be encouraged. You gave the example of Agenda 2000 and the
priorities relating to the war in Kosovo; I, however, should like to know in general terms what
sectors might be encouraged or improved in terms of expenditure.

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) The Parliament, as one arm of the budgetary authority,
approved the interinstitutional agreement and the financial perspective up to the year 2006. That
is the framework in which the annual budgets must be drawn up, and it is also the framework
within which the Commission currently has to operate in drawing up its proposals. If new
responsibilities such as those I have listed become incumbent on the Commission and all
involved, they must be met within that framework.

Turchi (UEN). – (IT) But with regard to priorities, you gave examples and, in your written
reply, mentioned Agenda 2000 in Kosovo, because the latter was a particular and exceptional
case which, let us hope, will never arise again. I, however, should like to know on which budget
lines within the programme to which you referred earlier – agriculture, industry or whatever –
you intend to concentrate in terms of expenditure. So I should like to know what the guiding
principles are?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) With regard to agricultural expenditure, a decision was taken in
Berlin, and incorporated in the interinstitutional agreement, that agricultural expenditure should
be stabilised and at the same time more funds and more attention should be devoted to rural
development. That is the framework. In addition a decision was taken that, in the middle of the
period covered by the financial perspective, consideration should be given to which reform
measures were necessary in the agricultural area. That is the Commission’s programme of action
and the scope of its responsibilities.

Bonde (EDD). (DA) It was the Dutch official, Paul van Buitenen, who brought about the
Commission’s downfall, so in a way it is him you should thank for your nomination to the
Commission. He helped the group of experts with information that otherwise would not have
emerged by ‘blowing the whistle’. I would therefore like to ask you whether you would now
give him his old job back, assure him that he can return to where he was when he committed the
act that resulted in you sitting here now and whether you will give a commitment that the new
Commission will propose legislation on freedom to provide information, a kind of
‘Whistleblower’s Act’, such as they have in the U.K. and Sweden, so that future whistleblowers
do not risk losing half their pay?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) The procedure with regard to Mr van Buitenen has not yet been
closed. I believe you have also been informed about that. I am unable to give any further
information about this matter at present. I should also say that, as a Commissioner-designate, I
could not call for documents relating to members of staff, as I do not believe that I have the right
at present to see any such papers.

(Interruption by Mr Bourlanges)

Of course we can discuss it, Mr Bourlanges. Perhaps I might inform you that the procedure laid
down is as follows:  if somebody employed by the Commission – or by one of the other bodies –



comes across something that indicates fraud, he or she is obliged to pass that information on to
their superior or – if they wish – straight to OLAF.

That is an instruction which, with reference to financial control for example, has already been
drawn up by the Director-General so that it can enter into force from 1 September. I believe this
is the right procedure. From now on it is quite clear to whom information should be passed on in
the event of fraud being suspected, to ensure that the matter is not hushed up. The Commission
and the official in question are obliged to follow the matter up. Experience has shown that the
procedure in such cases had to be regulated – and it is being regulated.

Bonde (EDD). – (DA) I want to ask if you will propose a ‘Whistleblower’s Act’ in the
Commission. I realise that you cannot of course speak on behalf of the whole Commission. And
I would also like to ask whether you are prepared to provide all information about advisory
committees in the Commission to the  two people sitting beside you, Terry Wynn and Mrs
Theato, if they wish to have such information. Is there any information in the Commission, in
the administration, which you would not give to your two neighbours ?

Schreyer, Commission. - (DE) If a suspicion of fraud exists, I shall look into the matter
regardless of the sector involved and who bears responsibility for it. I will not instruct anyone to
remain silent about what he or she knows. Of course there is an obligation to look into such
allegations and ascertain whether fraud is involved, whether disciplinary proceedings should be
opened and whether demands for restitution should and could be made.

Chairman. – (EN) Mr Bonde, I can refer you to Mr Kinnock’s written replies to the Committee
on Budgetary Control. You may get some answer to your question which you may well save for
the hearing with Mr Kinnock.

Theato (PPE). – (DE) Mrs Schreyer, you are the Commissioner-designate for budgetary matters
and budgetary control. Do you see a potential conflict of interest between those two areas? Do
you regard the budget and budgetary control on the one hand, and the implementation of the
budget on the other, as two separate areas? You will be aware of the Commission’s obligation to
provide information to the European Parliament. This is laid down in the Treaty. Are you
prepared to give the Committee on Budgetary Control and hence Parliament all information,
comprehensively and immediately, in the same way that access to all information was granted to
the Committee of Wise Persons? Would you trust the European Parliament to take sufficient
care to ensure confidentiality and the protection of individuals to obviate the need for the
Commission to assume the role of guardian of confidential matters?

My next question concerns the protection of financial interests, which we have just discussed.
What do you know of the role of OLAF? Do you believe that OLAF in its current form is
sufficient to protect the Community’s financial interests, or do you intend to strengthen the
protection of financial interests both by reference to the Convention, which has not been ratified
by all the Member States and on the basis of Article 280 of the Treaty? Your written answer
gives the impression that you are somewhat undecided.

Schreyer, Commission.  – (DE) On the question of a conflict of interest, I gave the following
answer, which I should like to repeat: I cannot think of anybody in the Commission who has a
stronger interest in ensuring efficient financial control and effective fraud prevention than the
Commissioner for the Budget herself. The crux of the matter is to use the money for the purpose



prescribed by the budgetary authority, and not to allow funds to be drained away or diverted
elsewhere.

I believe that the changed structure proposed by Mr Prodi really will create opportunities to
promote synergies. The task will not simply be to combat fraud after it has taken place, but to
take preventive measures, in other words, when financial regulations are drawn up, always to
check whether a problem could arise in the system. This means that the all the experience both
of the financial control department and of OLAF should be brought to bear in order to decide, if
necessary, to drop any such regulations because they could offer opportunities for abuse. I think
I can say that these potential synergies were not exploited in the past. I have undertaken to
exploit them. In so doing I see no conflict of interest, but rather a convergence of interests.

On the second question, regarding access to information, I should like to state the following: I
know the Treaty provisions in accordance with which the discharge authority requires complete
information concerning the budget. This applies not only to the discharge, but also throughout
the budgetary year to ensure continuous control by the Committee on Budgetary Control of the
management of the budget. I shall also adhere to the arrangements you made in this area with
Mrs Gradin and the information which in future will also be given to you by OLAF. But I
believe it is necessary now to lay down a clear procedure for the treatment of confidential
information. I know the provisions of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure concerning this matter,
which are very strict. In my opinion this is a good basis on which to swiftly reach agreement.

With regard to the question on OLAF, I have this to say. We now have the new Anti-Fraud
Office. This office was set up after pressure from, and on the initiative of, Parliament. The office
has begun work and will be developed further, in other words its capacity to act will be
enhanced. Naturally, OLAF’s tasks include improving cooperation between the Member States
to combat fraud but, of course, not only OLAF but also the Member States must be prepared to
do so. You drew attention to the problem that the relevant convention has only been signed by
four members to date. I regard that as outrageous. I say so quite clearly. If on the one hand
Member States acknowledge in the Treaty that they must pay close attention to combating fraud
and the protection of financial interests, but on the other hand are not prepared to ratify the
agreement and incorporate it into national law, there is a contradiction. I will use every
opportunity to urge the Member States to end this discrepancy by ratifying the agreement and
incorporating it into domestic law. Obviously, there are limits to the effectiveness of action to
combat fraud if, for example, some Member States have not even incorporated the concept of
fraud in their criminal law.

Theato (PPE). – (DE) I admit that my question was wide-ranging, but this is a very wide-
ranging area. I think that somebody else will be asking you about Article 280. I should like to
leave more time for my colleagues. The question about Article 280 has not been answered.

Pomés Ruiz (PPE). – (ES) With regard to access to confidential documents, the reply you gave
to Mrs Theato is vague, as was your written answer to Question 6.

What do you mean when you refer to ‘the information it requires in an appropriate form’? In
other words, what kind of agreement do you think you could accept regarding Parliament’s
access to confidential information? Can you assure us that Parliament’s rights will not be
restricted without such an agreement?



I would remind you that the former Commission was very reluctant to forward confidential
documentation to Parliament.

With regard to transparency, we welcome the fact that the future President, Mr Prodi, wants to
pursue a transparent policy. However, can you also assure us of transparency in the case of
budgetary control and, in particular, cases of fraud?

Finally, in your answer to Question 9 you say that as new financial resources are needed, there
should first of all be a redistribution of funds and priorities. Does this mean that if more
resources are needed you will under no circumstances proportionately limit the budget headings
across the board?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) On the question of the forwarding of documents which are
required by the Committee on Budgetary Control, I should like to give the following assurance:
if the committee requests a document, it will receive the document. At the same time I will not
pursue a policy aimed at leaving the committee in the dark as to what documents exist, but will
also decide on my own initiative what documents are necessary to enable an operation to be
assessed. The outgoing Commission’s policy in this respect was rightly decried by you. Mr
Prodi has already made a binding commitment that the Commission will adopt a different
approach.

With regard to your question concerning Question 9, I am not sure whether I have understood it
properly. Did you ask whether I would also be prepared to revise the financial perspective? May
I ask you to repeat the question?

Pomés Ruiz (PPE). – (ES) Since new resources are needed, you advocate redeployment first of
all, and then trying to find these resources within the budget, but not – as I understand – on the
basis of a proportionate reduction under other budget headings, which would mean that a new
policy was being pursued at the expense of an old policy. Is this so?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) When one sets new priorities, that naturally involves reviewing
existing priorities. Whether one reaches a conclusion that this no longer is a focus of attention
for European policy must be judged in the light of this question, which always has to be posed. I
am not raising this question now in connection with an individual budget line, but in more
general terms: does the existing structure of the budget genuinely reflect the Union’s further
development from an economic community to a political community? I believe that all those
involved in the budget have an obligation to address this question continually and introduce
reforms.

Chairman. – (EN) I would just like to add something to the two previous questions on the
disclosure of information to Parliament, just to simplify matters. In simple terms, what are the
type of things that you would withhold from Parliament? What are the obvious things that you
would withhold, rather than what you would give us?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) That is very difficult to answer in advance. I believe it is
necessary to establish a very precise procedure for dealing with personal documents, for
example in connection with disciplinary proceedings culminating in a decision that there was no
justification for bringing charges against the person concerned. We must learn how to deal with
such cases. I do not wish to say here and now that I will withhold this or that item, when it all
comes down to the nature of the dealings we establish with each other. I at least shall make



every effort to reach agreement as quickly as possible to avoid being, as it were, permanently
confronted by this question, but instead to establish clear rules for cooperation on the basis of
which both the committee and the Commission can carry out their work.

Bösch (PSE). – (DE) I should like to ask you a question in this connection: in your written
replies concerning the Berthelot case, you indicated that all existing possibilities should be
exploited to obtain damages from the relevant officials. Can you confirm that in the past those
opportunities were never exploited by the Commission? And, Mrs Schreyer, if you can confirm
that fact, what do you intend to do to change the situation?

Schreyer, Commission. - (DE) Mr Bösch, I am familiar with the contents of the report of the
independent experts. That report states very explicitly that in the past many disciplinary
proceedings were more likely to culminate in a golden handshake than in considering possible
claims for reimbursement.

You mentioned the Berthelot case, which is being examined by OLAF. It is no secret, but has
been published in all the newspapers, that new information is available on this subject. As far as
I know, in the past different legal positions have been put forward in the Commission with
regard to the possibility of demanding reimbursement. I think that the latest findings indicate
relatively clearly that the question of claiming compensation is realistic. As soon as the OLAF
investigation has been completed and passed on to the Commission, I shall examine it closely. I
shall take the position that that is all past history, and therefore there can be no question of
demanding reimbursement.

Mulder (ELDR). – (NL) My question concerns the fact that 80% of the expenditure of the
European Union is performed by the Member States. Every year there are problems in
ascertaining whether or not the money has been spent properly. Meanwhile we have for a long
time had a system whereby retrospective financial adjustments are made to agricultural
expenditure if the rules have not been applied. At Parliament’s insistence, it has been possible
for about a year to increase the adjustment from 10% to 25%, even for the regional funds. Are
you prepared to extend this system to all categories in the budget, so as to improve our control
over the money which is spent? In practical terms, this would mean that if somebody failed to
implement the rules, or implemented them wrongly, there would an unambiguous penalty.

From time to time there are rumours that DG XX, financial control, is to be disbanded. Have
you heard them too? Can you confirm whether they are true? Or do you consider that there will
always have to be an independent Directorate-General for financial control?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) On the question of financial sanctions: I stated in my written
answer that in those areas where cooperation with the Member States is necessary, I regard
financial sanctions as an important instrument to ensure that the Member States do not establish
priorities of their own which differ from those established at European level in that area.

With regard to the Structural Funds, the experience gained will have to be collected together. I
cannot answer your question at the present time. Should the possibility of financial corrections
also be extended to other areas – I assume that in practice you mean internal policies? I am open
to suggestions of this kind; we shall have to consider them together and see what possibilities
exist.



The rumour that DG XX  is to be disbanded is news to me. The actual situation is as follows.
DG XX has tasks which are also subject to change. I made plain in my written answers - and
Parliament already knows – that, for example, the emphasis is to be switched from ex ante
controls to audits. I believe this is a timely development and will push it forward. This raises the
question of whether ex ante controls should be completely decentralised. I am one of those who
favour decentralised financial responsibility, as it is really not acceptable for departments to
shrug off responsibility simply because another authority had given its seal of approval. That is
a bad way of allocating responsibility.

The whole subject of which section should deal with which task, including the area of financial
control, will be studied by the working group set up to look into the question of the internal
reforms to be implemented by Mr Kinnock. A Commission working group on internal reform
will be set up and I shall be a member of it, as the area of financial control is such an important
one. Naturally, Parliament will also be included in all the  relevant discussions.

Staes (Greens/ALE). – (NL) Mrs Schreyer, this morning in the Committee on Budgetary
Control we had a meeting with the five members of OLAF’s Supervisory Committee. They
stressed that it was absolutely essential to give OLAF sufficient material resources and staff to
enable it to operate genuinely independently. The prospects for this seem anything but
promising. There is a suggestion that in the first round only 15 extra posts should be created.
Are you prepared to take a number of steps to earmark adequate funding for OLAF so that the
new organisation can operate sufficiently independently?

Secondly, I wish to ask a question about the van Buitenen case. I have noted what you said to
Mr Bonde, but nonetheless disciplinary proceedings are still in progress against Mr van
Buitenen. His future is extremely uncertain at the moment; in theory, he could yet even face
dismissal. Will you, as a member of the college of Commissioners, seek to bring the disciplinary
proceedings to an end as quickly as possible, so that Mr van Buitenen knows where he stands?

Thirdly, as a member of the Flemish and Belgian Parliaments, I should like to put a more
personal question to you. You know that Belgium is in a state of crisis over dioxin. In the case
of the BSE crisis, 70% of the total cost of the crisis was borne by the Community budget. The
impact of the dioxin crisis in Belgium is rather similar to that of the BSE crisis. In both cases,
livestock and meat in storage have been destroyed. We know that we need to think creatively
here, and that the action to be taken is not obvious. Will you, as Commissioner for the budget,
adopt an imaginative approach with a view to creating a budget line and a legal basis to tackle
this problem, which is very pressing in Belgium and may likewise be so in other countries
before long?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) I shall take the questions in order. With regard to the OLAF
posts: you said that you had discussed that this morning in committee. The letter of amendment
for the 1999 budget makes provision for 15 posts, which was decided in agreement with the
current  head of OLAF – I also know the Parliament figure: an increase to 300 posts. We shall
have to find a procedure to develop the office in a rational manner, for of course there is no
sense in saying that we shall now proceed to increase staffing levels by the full amount, as I
believe that it is also necessary for an institution to develop on the basis of a rational procedure.
I shall look more closely into the situation, and also the statements that have been made in the
Committee on Budgetary Control and by the supervisory committee. At present I do not know
what statements have been made, or what are regarded as sensible measures in those circles.



I am interested in ensuring that OLAF is fully operational as swiftly as possible – it really does
cover a very wide area of responsibilities. Naturally, the expansion of OLAF is a complex
matter and must be tackled. I hope that a decision concerning the director of OLAF can be
reached very soon. Mrs Theato has agreed that the committee will make time as soon as possible
to bring the selection procedure to a conclusion. I hope this will be achieved very swiftly.

On the question of Mr van Buitenen: I assume that the proceedings will soon be concluded, and
then the Commission will have to deal with the matter. I have been informed that Mr van
Buitenen has written to Mr Liikanen setting out his position – however, I have not been able to
discuss the matter with Mr Liikanen yet, as he was attending a hearing this morning.

With reference to the dioxin scandal, you raise the issue of whether the dioxin crisis is
comparable to the BSE crisis, as in the latter case the European Union granted substantial aid
from the Community budget. In that case, however, farmers in all Member States were affected.
The current situation is rather different.

The current Commission has also made it clear that it is prepared to accept the payment to the
farmers affected of aid from the Belgian national budget. I should regard it as very problematic
if we were to give a signal, as it were, that whenever such a scandalous situation as this arises
and the regulatory system fails, in other words not only have crimes been committed but the
controls in place have failed, the EU budget will foot the bill. I should regard that as a very
unfortunate signal.

Elles (PPE).  – (EN) Mrs Schreyer, thank you for the answers you have given to our questions
in writing. I have two questions concerning your first question on 15 August. Are you really
confident that you have the experience and knowledge to be commissioner both for the budget
and budgetary control, although you have not had experience in the European institutions before
or, notably, on budgetary matters? My second question concerns Question 15 on codes of
conduct. It was the hallmark of the last Commission and senior officials sometimes to be
arrogant, to dismiss Parliament, dismiss constituents, dismiss the general public. The codes of
conduct were introduced in the 1996 discharge. Have you read the conclusions of the second
report of the Committee of Wise Men? Do you endorse them in terms of whistleblowing? Do
you endorse them in terms of codes of conduct? Should the European Parliament be consulted
before the codes of conduct are introduced? And, why is it that you have said that you do not
think that there should be a standing committee to supervise general standards when, I think,
that was proposed in the Committee of Wise Men’s conclusions?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) I shall start with your first question. I spent 20 years working in
the budgetary and financial field. So I cannot share your view that I have no experience of
budgetary affairs. I have gained that experience as an academic and also through my
involvement in national politics, both as a staff member of a political group in the Bundestag
and also as a Member of Parliament. I have been a member of the Budget Committee of the
Berlin Land parliament for nine years, and I am also a member of several committees covering
matters relevant to the budget, for example the Committee for Public Assets and Investments.
That committee deals with the management of public assets, which are still very extensive in
Berlin. I also chaired a committee for housing construction aid. Admittedly, I have not worked
in the European institutions before, but when it comes to budgetary matters European policies
have a considerable impact at regional level – which, as a citizen of Berlin, I can only welcome.
Not only the Structural Funds, but also other forms of funding have played a very important role
for the Berlin budget, for which I am also very grateful.



On your second question, the code of conduct which has been accepted by the Commissioners-
designate, and is supposed to be adopted at the first formal meeting of the Commission, was
drawn up by Mr Prodi on the basis of recommendations and demands. In the written
questionnaire you also raised the question of a standing supervisory committee. I believe it is
necessary for every institution to set up its own structures and declare that it will monitor
compliance with the code of conduct on its own responsibility. I do not consider that this task
should be entrusted to an external committee. I can only repeat once again that the President of
the Commission has required all members to abide by the code of conduct and will ask them to
resign if they infringe it. I believe that that is the proper arrangement.

Elles (PPE).  – (EN) Thank you for those clarifications. I would, however, like an answer to the
question I asked, which was: do you believe that the codes of conduct – particularly for
commissioners, but also for the nominations for A1 and A2 grades which are also part of those
codes of conduct – should be passed to this House before they are put into operation? We need
to know that they are transparently operational, and that Parliament will be fully involved in
making sure these codes of conduct are applied.

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) One of the first measures Mr Prodi took was to publish the code
of conduct and also the rules for A1 and A2 grades. I am not so far aware of any criticism to the
effect that the code of conduct and also the new rules for A1 and A2 posts – which are not
insignificant, as they require such posts so be advertised – are inadequate. I believe that it was
right and proper for the Commissioners-designate to be informed in advance of the undertakings
they would have to give and the rules with which they would have to comply. I welcome the
fact that the codes of conduct were produced at once and are now binding on all those who wish
to be Members of the Commission.

Chairman. - (EN) But have you any objection to Parliament giving its opinion on the code of
conduct?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE)  It is not for me to give or withhold permission for Parliament
to state its position on the matter. You are a freely elected and sovereign parliament and if you
consider that this code of conduct is inadequate, you will say so, and the Commission will have
to take that into account.

Dürhkop Dührkop (PSE). – (ES) From your answers to the written questions and from what
you have said previously, I deduce that you consider that the financial perspective, as agreed in
Berlin, constitutes a solid basis for the financial challenges and also for enlargement. However,
Mrs Schreyer, I would remind you that the financial perspective for 2006 mentions 0.96%, far
below what was to be the objective in 1999, the 1.27% which you mentioned earlier. You also
laid particular emphasis on changing political priorities. I deduce that you are avoiding talking
about a revision of the financial perspective. Hence, I would ask you three questions: firstly,
under what conditions would you be willing to envisage a revision? I must remind you, Mrs
Schreyer, that there is another budgetary authority, called the European Parliament, which might
also submit a request to revise the financial perspective. Would you be willing to join forces
with the European Parliament on this? And finally, in your opinion what are the financial
implications of this? What is the timetable for enlargement? Thank you.

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) I welcome the fact that it proved possible to reach  an
interinstitutional agreement on the financial perspective. It is the basis on which we will be able



to act. But if new demands have to be met – and these can arise for a variety of reasons, at
present we have the situation in Kosovo, but other requirements might emerge – we shall have
to consider whether we need to make changes affecting just one budgetary year, or whether, in
the case of a long-term situation, changes will have to be made in relation to other budgetary
years also.

I can only stress once more that, in the interinstitutional agreement, you adopted the possibility
of revising the financial perspective as an instrument, and you also agreed that redeployment,
for example, is an important instrument. So I am taking a balanced approach to the matter. We
always have to ask what demands will be made on the budgetary authority and budget policy.
That answers your second question; the period up to 2006 is, after all, very long.

If I may take your third question next: I hope very much that enlargement will be completed
within this period. At present I can only endorse the remarks of my future colleague, Mr
Verheugen, who said that we had created the financial conditions in Berlin to enable accession
to go ahead after the year 2002. The exact timetable will of course depend not only conditions
created here by the budget but also on the speed with which the candidate countries meet the
conditions for accession.

Dührkop Dührkop (PSE). – (DE)  I should also be grateful for an answer to my question
whether you would accede to a request by Parliament if it, as the budgetary authority, insisted
that the financial perspective must be revised.

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE)  Here I must return again to Mr Elles’ question. I have been a
member of the Budget Committee for nine years, and I know from experience that it is only
possible to conduct a successful budget policy if Parliament, administrative authorities and
governments cooperate. So in the field of budget policy – you are, after all, one branch of the
budgetary authority – I consider it goes without saying that the merits of proposals must be
considered jointly. I said as much in my written reply. I believe that the various procedures
which the European Parliament has played a part in initiating and supporting, such as the
Trialogue process for example, represent considerable progress along the road to a jointly
managed budgetary policy.

Chairman. – (EN) While we have time, I would like to add to that supplementary. When I read
your responses, I get the impression that it is really a reflection of the German Government
replying, rather than someone who will be an independent commissioner. One of the problems
with the last Commission, as far as this committee was concerned, is that they just seemed to
agree to everything the Council wanted, regardless of what Parliament requested or did. To what
extent will you treat Parliament as an equal partner, as one half of the budgetary authority, rather
than just kow-towing to everything the Council wants?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) If I, as Commissioner, should make a proposal in the
knowledge that only one half of the budgetary authority would approve it, I should be pursuing
a policy of guaranteed failure. As this I not my ambition, I believe it is only natural to include
initiatives and proposals emanating from both arms of the budgetary authority in my proposals.

Garriga Polledo (PPE). – (ES) Mr Chairman, this is a very appropriate moment for the
question. Mrs Schreyer, we believe that failure consists in not making suggestions. Hence, I
believe that the first thing which we should have from you is a guarantee that quite apart from
your technical qualifications, of which there is no doubt, you have the political strength to put



forward new proposals and ensure that they are successful not only in Parliament but, above all,
in the Council. Parliament normally is caught between budgetary restrictions, the budgetary
rigour imposed on us by the Council and, on the other hand, the need to carry on with European
integration, which calls for European policies and the appropriate funding to carry them out. We
agree that now the structure of own resources is inadequate, not only from the financial point of
view but also from a conceptual point of view. Hence, we would like you to go into detail in this
area. Do you agree with the current decision concerning own resources or do you have any
intention of proposing a more ambitious decision than that proposed by the previous
Commission? In the latter case, do you consider that you will have the political strength needed
to carry this through?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) You are raising once again what I have referred to as my
budgetary creed: the economical use of resources and the need always to check first whether
new claims on the budget can be financed by the redeployment of funds. Let me repeat:
Parliament resolved in the interinstitutional agreement to maintain budgetary discipline and
regard the redeployment of funds as an essential instrument for the financing of new claims on
the budget. At the same time, we have a situation in which the agreed maximum rate for the
budget of the European institutions – 1.27% of the European Union’s GDP - has not been
reached. That is the absolute constraint on budgetary policy. Within the available room for
manoeuvre we must jointly and responsibly consider which additional funds Member States
should be asked to provide, and when.

You raised the question of own resources and changes to them. For my part I shall take
initiatives to bring the question of own resources into the debate, with particular reference to the
question of whether new legislation on own resources can be introduced. I know the Council’s
position, which is that financial autonomy is not a significant criterion. My own position is quite
different, namely that financial autonomy is very important also for the budget of the European
Commission and the European institutions. I know the report, and I also know the report which
Mrs Haug  drew up on this subject. I believe that we should not postpone this debate until the
year 2006, as it is a very important debate indeed, and I will also take initiatives to ensure the
matter is discussed.

Haug (PSE). – (DE) That is a wonderful introduction for me. I am also very grateful to
Mr Garriga and to you for your replies. So I should just like to put a supplementary question.
You have said that you would wish to make the complex and complicated own-resources system
more transparent; and I must just say once again that not many people working at European
level – let alone the general public - can make head nor tail of that system.

Do you have any timetable in mind for this? We tried to draw the Council’s attention to the
matter in our report. We have also tried pressing the Commission to come up with few proposals
with regard to timing. What features of the very complicated own-resources system do you
believe are the first that we could tackle in order to ensure the European Union achieves
sovereign powers with regard to legislation and revenue-raising?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) The outlook for the next few years is that traditional own
resources will be in decline as a consequence of further trade agreements. I do not believe it is
enough to say that that will be cancelled out by the GDP contribution. At present I cannot state
when I think it will be possible to take an initiative in this area. I do believe it is desirable,
however, not only in the long term but also in the medium term, for the Union to have its own
sovereign powers with regard to legislation and revenues.



Bourlanges (PPE). – (FR) Mrs Schreyer, I do not agree with Mr Elles. The way in which, in
your replies, you have avoided falling into any of the traps set for you or giving excessively
precise answers which might commit you indicates that you are a consummate professional. I
am thinking in particular the question of Kosovo, to which I should like to return now.

Your written and oral answers strike me as astute, but rather ambiguous. To the question
whether funding the reconstruction of Kosovo would or would not require a revision of the
financial perspective, you replied that, while you did not rule out any such revision, you could
not state your position on the subject today, as we did not yet know the extent of the financial
funds required for the reconstruction of Kosovo.

It seems to me that this is neither the problem nor the question you are asked to answer today, as
we have in the draft budget an appropriation of EUR 5 million. We did not draw up the draft
budget; it was submitted to us by the Commission and the Council. We have 500 million in the
draft budget and this money will no doubt be welcome in any event, as we have the additional
problem of Turkey to tackle. The EUR 5 million will be funded by drastic cuts – made not by
the Commission but by the Council – in a number of budget lines. Parliament considers that
these drastic cuts are unacceptable and therefore, as we need those EUR 5 million and this is the
premise on which we are working, calls for the financial perspective to be revised.

So the question is as follows: are you, like your future colleague and predecessor Mr Liikanen,
who seemed to support this idea, in favour, in the above case, of revising the financial
perspectives? On the basis of the budgetary documents as they stand at present, are you on the
side of the Council and its drastic cuts, or on the side of Parliament and its revision of the
financial perspective? We should be very obliged if you would give us a clear answer.

Schreyer, Commission.  – (DE) You have just spoken about the year 2000 alone; so let us start
by talking about the year 2000. I know that Parliament does not accept the proposal submitted to
it by the Council, namely that the sum should be entirely financed by the redeployment of funds.
So I explained in my answer that I regarded it as necessary to examine the proposals submitted
by the Council in order to see the areas in which Parliament is able to agree, e.g. with regard to
the reduction of appropriations under Budget lines under heading 4. We must also ascertain to
what extent we can draw on the contingency reserve.

But this of course brings us to the question, are we now just talking about Kosovo, or should a
contribution for Turkey also be included for the year 2000? I cannot say at present and at any
event would not wish to, as that of course is a political decision.

Once we have been provided with figures showing us the estimated cost of the reconstruction of
Kosovo, and once we can make more definite statements about what we shall need for the
stability pact in Eastern Europe, we can address the question of what that will mean in the long
term. So we should not just, as it were, find a stopgap solution for one year, but incorporate all
the relevant data in the financial perspective. But then, of course, we have to consider what is to
be done after the year 2001. I can only repeat that my priority is always to see if we can save or
draw on existing budget lines. I should also like to have a little more flexibility to do so than is
the case at present. Then, of course, we shall have to see whether additional funds are necessary.
Everything has to be dealt with within the upper limits which Parliament helped to set.



Bourlanges (PPE). – (FR) Thank you for correcting my mistaken reference to heading 5. Of
course, I meant heading 4.

Having said that, may I remind you, Mrs Schreyer, that the budgetary procedure will be
completed over the next two months and that now is the time to take a position for or against
revising the financial perspective. Do I interpret your remarks correctly in saying that you are
not, at this stage, in favour of revising the financial perspective on the basis of the draft project
which is due to be considered on first reading by this Parliament, which is the opposite to what
Mr Liikanen seemed to think?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE)  I too, can’t wait to begin negotiations with you on the budget,
but I am unable to do so at present! I could not even do so with my prospective colleagues. But I
hope that we shall be able to embark on these negotiations very soon.

Chairman. – (EN) What do you see the flexibility reserve being used for? What is your
impression of it and when should it be used?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) According to the terms of the interinstitutional agreement, if
measures have to be financed and cannot be financed under the various headings, consideration
has to be given to using that reserve. Naturally, I have enquired as to the statements made by
Parliament in Trialogue. After all, the Trialogue is also a negotiation, and so I should just say
again that we will have to embark on negotiations about this subject too. I was not given the
impression that Parliament was inflexible on this point, but the question arises whether the
reserve should be used in the case of a measure which is evidently not just a once-only
occurrence, but will recur in successive budgetary years. I have explained what my order of
priorities is. I can do no more than repeat it now.

Gill (PSE). – (EN) Mrs Schreyer, thank you for your comprehensive response on the revision of
the financial regulation and the implementation of the budget. In your answer, you state that the
commissioner in charge of the budget should have the power to put money into a reserve or
block a budget line in case sound and efficient management is not secured. Do you not think that
Parliament should have at least the same right? If not, why not?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) The European Parliament has the possibility, when the budget
is drawn up, of allocating resources to the reserve fund, and does take the opportunity of doing
so. I was referring to what happened during the budgetary procedure, in other words not when
the budget was being drawn up but during the budgetary procedure.

I do not think that the Commissioner  is offered adequate possibilities by the financial
regulations. That is why I proposed that, if it emerges that there is something very wrong with a
budget line, the Budget Commissioner should have the possibility of blocking any further
disbursement of funds. It would be up to the budgetary authority – and not the Budget
Commissioner alone – to decide whether the measure should remain in place or whether the
funds should be released. I urge you very strongly to accept this proposal. You say that we must
make more responsible use of budget funds, not least because, in the past, when things went
wrong they were often covered up; you also say that that situation must change. That is why I
call on you to give the Commissioner the necessary means to take action, and in my opinion the
possibility of blocking budget appropriations would be an appropriate instrument.



Gill (PSE). – (EN) Whilst I accept the need for responsibility delegated to the commissioner,
what I would like to know is: how and when does Parliament get involved in that decision in the
medium term?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) This is a proposal which will have to be discussed. My proposal
would be that the Commissioner should be able to say that a budget line will be blocked. It
would then be up to the budgetary authority to decide whether that measure should remain in
place, whether the appropriations should be transferred to the reserve or whether the funds
should be unblocked again. So the decision as to whether to release the funds should not be a
matter for the Commission, but for the budgetary authority.

As I said, I really am anxious to discuss the question of what reforms are necessary with regard
to the financial regulations. I believe that many changes are needed, as in my opinion these very
basic procedural rules have many failings and unpredictable features. So we must consider what
features an up-to-date financial regulation requires in order to make procedures more
streamlined and introduce improvements with a view to enhancing Parliament’s right of
codecision, but also enhancing the Budget Commissioner’s ability to exercise control.

Chairman. – (EN) Does that mean that you would recommend a change to the financial
regulation which could state that, upon a request from the European Parliament, monies will be
blocked and placed in reserve?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) That is in an interesting question, because as a Member of
Parliament I made extensive use of that right, which existed in the Berlin Parliament, as of
course it means that supervision can be improved here also. As I have said, I should be very glad
to negotiate about this matter. So for now I shall neither say yes nor no, as it will emerge in the
bargaining process what possibilities you will give me and indeed what possibilities exist.
Perhaps I should also point out that I succeeded in establishing a provision in the Commission’s
rules of procedure to the effect that no proposal by a Commissioner may be included on the
agenda of the Commission, if it has substantial financial implications, without the prior consent
of the Commissioner for the budget. So this also extends the possibilities. I hope that this rule
will be welcomed by the Committee on Budgets and the Committee on Budgetary Control.

Jensen (ELDR). – (DA) Mrs Schreyer, I am delighted that you are in favour of decentralising
the administration of funds. There are many of us who would like to see decentralisation of
decision-making on payments as a means of achieving greater accountability, greater efficiency
and less bureaucracy, e.g. by giving the Union’s delegations responsibility for decision-making
on payments in connection with the Union’s external programmes. My question to you is :  Are
you in favour of such decentralised  administration ? And then there is the question of control
which you also refer to in your written answer to Question 24 in which you state that a
decentralised system would facilitate the kind of control which puts the emphasis on
independent internal auditing, the establishment of internal control standards and advice and
coordination. Would that be your guiding principle in establishing future financial control
within a decentralised system ? Is that what you are contemplating now that rumours are
circulating about the demise of DG XX, a central unit operating along such lines ?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) When I refer to decentralisation in this context, I mean
decentralised responsibility and not the question of where individuals from various directorates-
general are to be found. I think nothing of the proposal that financial controllers from DG XX
should be dispatched on a decentralised basis to the various directorates-general to carry out



their tasks there, but on the contrary believe that it is the responsibility of the directorate-general
to exercise financial control, and by that I mean ex ante, not ex post controls. I believe that the
audits should continue to be a central task. That is my position which, as I have said, of course
has to be discussed in the Commission’s working group on internal reform, as it will also imply
structural changes in the allocation of human resources.

Jensen (ELDR). - (DA) So you believe that we should retain a centralised form of ex ante
control ?

Schreyer, Commission.  – (DE) No, I don’t mean that.

Rühle (Greens/ALE). – (DE) I should like to return to the subject of Kosovo and Turkey, the
current crises which clearly show that the EU really does need more financial leeway in order to
cope with crises of this kind. On the other hand, we are all aware that we in the EU can only
achieve this financial room to manoeuvre if we succeed in making it clear to Europe’s citizens
how necessary it is for funds to be administered efficiently. This point was also illustrated by the
outcome of the European elections.

Now I should like to return to the subject of effective management of funds. First question : is
there a clear allocation of responsibilities within the Commission in the case of Kosovo ? Who
would be responsible for it, Chris Patten or you, Mrs Schreyer ? Is there a clear breakdown of
responsibilities ? Does this also mean not only that cases of misappropriation will be
investigated, but also that the effectiveness of appropriations is under continuous review ? My
second question is this : who would be responsible for overall reporting to Parliament and the
public, which I also regard as very important ? My third question : in order to learn from our
experience in Bosnia, we intentionally set up – or intend to set up – a pilot project in Kosovo to
strengthen local input and organise local partnerships.  What is your position on imposing a time
limit on this pilot project ? Past experience has shown that, if pilot projects of this kind do not
have a time limit imposed on them from the outset, the EU eventually takes over responsibility
for local initiatives, and the spirit of initiative is discouraged.

If the decentralisation of this pilot project is the correct answer to the mistakes made in Bosnia,
what is your view of the Council’s decision to base the agency in Thessoloniki rather than in
Pristina ?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) The agency for the reconstruction of Kosovo will have full
financial responsibility. This decision of course implies a new structure. It also means that
financial control, in other words the audit, will be the responsibility of Directorate-General XX.
The granting of funds is, however, a matter for the agency. I do not believe that it can be
arranged otherwise, as decisions have to be taken on the spot.

With regard to reporting back to Parliament, the incoming Commission has not yet taken a
decision. I cannot, therefore, make any statement on this matter.

With regard to the decision to split the agency between Pristina and Thessaloniki, I have to say –
very undiplomatically, and quite off the top of my head – that I do not regard it as a good
decision. It means that we shall have to pay greater attention to ensure that funds really are
being used efficiently and that not too much money is wasted on bureaucracy. It also means, of
course, additional responsibilities in the field of financial control. I should have liked a less
ambiguous decision.



Rühle (Green/ALE).  – (DE) I should like to ask a supplementary question on the imposition of
a time limit on the agency pilot project. You did not make your position clear.

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) The latest decisions were made on the assumption that
reconstruction would be dealt with in the next three years at least in financial terms, and so the
work of the agency will also be limited to those three years. As to judging whether that is a
realistic estimate, neither I nor, I suspect, any of us at present have enough information to state a
definite and final opinion. But you are right in saying that it will be up to the agency to ensure
that measures are designed in such a way that tasks can increasingly be taken over by local
authorities and local units, for the agency’s remit forms part of the whole policy for the Balkan
states, which embraces not only reconstruction, but the promotion of civil society.

Tillich (PPE).  – (DE) You said a little while ago that you are not only looking forward to
cooperating with us in the budgetary procedure, but indeed eager to do so. As the Greens’
candidate for the Commission, you made a statement after the European elections on the
outcome of those elections. You said that ‘only’ the European Parliament had been elected, and
you went on to speak publicly of a witch hunt against you by the Christian Democrats. You are
now sitting before the elected Members as Germany’s candidate for the Commission, and I
should like to know what is your position today on the remarks you made then. That is my first
question.

My second question is as follows: after you had been nominated as Germany’s candidate, you
said that you wanted to conduct a Green budgetary policy at European level. In 1990, as the
Greens’ environmental senator in Berlin, you delayed the construction of a research reactor.
You know that, at the beginning of this year, Mr Trittin vainly attempted in the Ukraine to
persuade the Ukrainian side to construct an alternative power station and that the European
Union will probably be involved in the construction or renovation of a nuclear power station.
Will you use your budgetary powers as Commissioner to implement the statements you made
concerning Green policies, or how am I to understand those statements?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) In your first question you misquoted me, as I was asked how I
explained the fact that there had been so little public attention paid to and interest in the
European elections. Among other things I pointed out that it is often difficult for citizens to
understand what they are actually achieving by voting. It is plain to see that the procedure in the
Member States enables people to elect the national parliament and hence so to speak the
government too, but that is not the situation at European level. The Commission is also not a
government or elected in that sense. However, I also made it clear that I welcomed the European
Parliament’s right of assent, and I welcome it in particular because it is important for the
Commission to have broader democratic legitimacy for its work.

You mentioned a research reactor in Berlin. Without wishing to go too deeply into this question,
the problem arises in our nuclear energy and nuclear energy research policy that we have no
final storage facilities for the spent fuel rods. This cannot be disputed, and in the case of the
research reactor in Berlin we had the additional difficult situation that highly enriched uranium
was involved, which cannot be compared to the fuel rods produced by nuclear power stations.
That meant that the Land had to face even more difficult problems in that respect.

To cut a long story short: I shall make every effort to cancel expenditure in the area of nuclear
energy and the nuclear economy in the EU policy budget. That is my general position. But



decisions are taken by the budgetary authority, and those decisions are binding on me. But the
fact remains that I shall always do my best to ensure that, with regard to energy policy, more
appropriations are made available for renewable energy sources, because I take the view that the
future belongs to them.

With reference to the question on Green policies: naturally, the Commission will consist of
political Commissioners, but at the same time I shall be obliged to be independent; I have
stressed that. I shall not seek or accept instructions from any government or any other body. But
I also regard this as important: there is no contradiction in principle between Green policies and
European policies, but on the contrary as a Green politician I welcome the objectives of the
European institutions, namely commitment to more democracy, equality of men and women, a
high level of environmental protection and sustainable economic development.

Tillich (PPE). – (DE) I deliberately asked whether you would use your budgetary powers as
Commissioner to that end. You have already answered that question. That was the nub of the
question. However, I should like to repeat what you said at the time, and also repeat the
question: what is your current position on what you said then? You were nominated as the
Budget Commissioner and immediately said that you would implement Green budget policy.
That is why I asked the question.

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) Perhaps I might point out that the report on the greening of the
agricultural policy was not drawn up by the Greens, but the Court of Auditors. I should just like
to repeat once again that those are objectives which I shall clearly support as a Green politician
and also as a European, and I shall also make every effort to cooperate with all political groups
in the Parliament.

Färm (PSE). – (SV) Mrs Schreyer, in the light of all that has happened at the Commission, how
do you define your personal responsibility as a Commissioner in relation to the activities falling
within your sphere of responsibility ? How do you intend, in more practical terms, to ensure
adequate control and cooperation between you and your office, on the one hand, and the
activities and administration for which you are politically responsible, on the other hand, so that
you really do know what is happening and can intervene when necessary ? What resources and
what competence will your office possess to accomplish this task ? And, as I said, how do you
view your personal responsibility ?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) As Commissioner I shall take personal responsibility for the
implementation of policy, and I will also take responsibility in the administrative sphere for
ensuring that the funds available are used to ensure that the political objectives are implemented
efficiently, and I will also see to it that the conditions are established in the administrative
services to ensure effective implementation.

I shall ensure that I am always informed where problems exist in the administration, and shall
then examine, in consultation with the Director-General, what measures are required in order to
remedy irregularities or address situations which need improvement. I believe that we have
collective responsibility for the work of the Commission, and so – let me make this clear – I
shall also abide by those decisions which, although they did not have my direct political support,
are majority decisions and so are binding on me. I shall not go along with the Commission,
however, if attempts are made to cover up irregularities. I understand, from what the incoming
President of the Commission has said,  that he would not tolerate that either.



So there will be no question of a collective responsibility to cover irregularities up, but on the
contrary I shall regard it as my responsibility to expose and put a stop to any wrongdoing.

Färm (PSE). – (SV) Can I just briefly follow this up ? In both your oral and written answers
you say a great deal about the importance of efficiency in the administration. Do you see any
possible contradiction between the demand for efficiency and the demand for openness and
public access ? If so, how will you handle any possible conflict ?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) I cannot at present anticipate all possible situations in which a
conflict might arise between openness, transparency and efficiency. Perhaps you are addressing
the question of whether all consultation documents should always be considered in public also. I
take the view that whatever has been approved by me should be considered in public. And, as a
general principle, the events that occurred during the last Commission and the whole way it was
dealt with showed how efficient work is hindered if, instead of irregularities being exposed, they
are covered up.

Costa, Paolo (EDLR). – (IT) Thank you for the written replies we received some days ago. The
principle of subsidiarity allows each State to be fully active in various sectors, including health.
However it should be said that, in this important field, the Community is already actively
pursuing coordinated objectives and strategies. Moreover, there have been further developments
and now the Treaty of Amsterdam, under the revised Article 152, will allow new forms of
intervention in the future. Currently we are spending each year ECU 40 million, less than 0.1%,
in the following five programmes: AIDS prevention, Europe against cancer, health monitoring,
public health preventive measures and combating drug dependency.

Do you believe that, in the context of Commission initiatives, there is any prospect of increasing
the percentage allocated to this sector, which is currently fixed at below 0.1%?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) I do not think that the level of a budget gives any indication of
the quality of the policies being pursued. So the level of funding does not mean that a sector is
being neglected or particularly emphasised. I believe that the main task of the new Commission
and also of Parliament in the immediate future in the health sector is to improve controls – for
example, food safety controls – as recent events, including the dioxin scandal, have shown that
problems chiefly arise because of failings in the agricultural policy. So I should not like to
commit myself at present on the question of whether I shall take action to ensure that various
preventive programmes and common research problems are expanded.

Van der Laan (ELDR). – (NL) Mrs Schreyer, I should like firstly to correct your reply
concerning Kosovo. The period of validity of the Commission proposal is not three years but
five, but do not worry: we have already tabled an amendment proposing that it should indeed be
reduced.

Secondly, it is not true that the decision about Thessaloniki has already been finalised: it is just
the Council’s idea. The Commission has already made it clear that it will withdraw its proposal
if that goes ahead. I hope that in future you will also put up a rather more vigorous resistance if
you do not agree with the Council, because it is precisely in order to reverse such bizarre
decisions that we need to cooperate effectively.

I have two questions. Firstly, what value do you attach to the budget remarks? What will you do
to ensure that these remarks are strictly complied with throughout the Commission?



The second question concerns Mr van Buitenen. I do not expect you to anticipate the whole
European administrative procedure regarding him. What I do expect of you, however, is that
you should understand what the European public feel about Mr van Buitenen. We are not just
talking about one junior official here. We are talking about a symbol of fraud, because that is
what he has by now become. The time has come for the Commission to abandon its bureaucratic
and legalistic approach to the case, because much more is at stake than the administrative
aspect. What I should really like to hear from you is that you appreciate the emotions which this
case evokes in the general public and that within the Commission you will advocate a somewhat
more political approach, so that we can bring the van Buitenen affair to a conclusion with a
sense of satisfaction.

Schreyer, Commission. - (DE) With regard to the budget remarks and compliance with them
by the relevant administrative units, I am not aware at present where particular problems arose
in the past.

I have, however, explained that I shall do my best to ensure that, in future, more attention is paid
to the recommendations of Parliament and of the Court of Auditors – if I might include that
body, as it has not been mentioned yet. I have suggested that proposals emerging from
discussions with individual directorates-general and departments should be considered in
connection with drawing up the provisional draft budget, as that is a good point at which to
examine what has been done and whether various requirements have been met.

To return to the case of Mr van Buitenen, the procedure is still underway. So I cannot yet make
a statement about it, as I do not know either what the outcome will be. But of course you are
right to point that this also gives a political signal. What happens to someone who has exposed a
situation despite the considerable efforts devoted to ensuring that it would never be made
public ? So I regard it as necessary to look at the case from that point of view. Once again, I
must say that I have not seen the letter which Mr van Buitenen sent Mr Liikanen about the
further procedure and his wish to work in another post. But I think it is necessary for the
Commission to consider this question.

McCartin (PPE). - (EN) All or most of the questions have been highly technical and detailed.
My question relates to the long-term view of the development of European policy. At the
present time, public spending throughout the European Union is about 40% of GNP. The
European Union takes about 1%. We have the development of policies which require the Union
to be a policeman in a lot of areas. Have you any concern that this role of a general policeman in
areas of quality and trade, transport and so many other things will tend to create a Union which
is a bit removed from people, with an image which is much less loveable than that of the
Member State? Since we all have an obligation to contribute to the design for the longer term in
the evolution of the politics of the European Union, can you see that we might have a bigger
share in the dispensing of public money, for instance in the pooling of, say, development
cooperation, rather than individual Member States and the areas mentioned by Mr Costa earlier?
More spending that would perhaps make the Union more relevant and more recognisable to the
citizens.

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) I explained in my written answer that I believe that the Union
provided considerable additional value in return for 1.1% of GDP. I have stressed that point,
because recently I have often been told that I should be taking charge of an immense budget.
But in comparison to the budget of the national states that is not so. Of course there is no



question of a hierarchy, or of the Union’s budget being the biggest. That is not the case. It can
be seen that when it comes to determining what Community policy is, the process of considering
how much should be given to the Community is always very long-term. The
‘communitarisation’ of policies is always a historic step in the integration process.

But I consider that it is right that we should ask ourselves, in relation to each policy, whether it
could be pursued better at European level than at national or regional level, on a decentralised
basis. That depends very much on the external implications of a policy and, of course, involves
the question of where funds can be deployed most effectively and how decision-making can be
kept as close as possible to the citizens to ensure optimum results.

I mentioned – rather obliquely, perhaps – in my introductory remarks that I consider that the
budgetary structure we have at present does not accurately reflect the ongoing further
development of European policy. We have on the one hand the large sector devoted to the main
Community policy, agricultural policy, and then, quite rightly, the sector on structural policy.
The aim has always explicitly been – with my full support – to effect transfers of funds to those
regions which require economic assistance in order to improve the respective starting positions
of the various regions.

The other Community and future-oriented policies, e.g. in the field of research, do naturally play
an important role, but with regard to the budget structure, the quantitative extent of funding in
the external policy area in comparison to the others does not reflect the fact that the European
Union is prepared to develop increasingly from an economic community to a political
community.

I have also explained that, if the Member States decide to switch more of their national policies
to European level, that will also have an impact on the budget.

Martins Casaca (PSE).  - (PT) Mrs Schreyer, allow me to refer to your answer to Question No
18, concerning the reform of financial management and, in particular, the SEM 2000
programme. When you were asked what guarantees you could give that the European
Parliament would not continue to be sidelined in this process, you said that you intend to inform
Parliament about what is happening in the Group of Personal Representatives. Do you consider
that this is enough to involve the European Parliament in a process of such importance, in which
Parliament’s powers are also so important?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) This group, which was mentioned in Question 18 and is a
subject of your question, has the task of improving the administrative procedures in the Member
States in line with the guidelines set. I believe that Parliament has the task of controlling the
administration, but forms no part of the administration. The European Parliament must also
always be in a position to say ‘the decision you have taken there is wrong, we are not going
along with it as it is a step in the wrong direction, and we wish to see other steps taken’.

I shall then, of course, discuss this at each point in time and each stage with Parliament, and take
your proposals on board. Above all, we must check that the steps taken with SEM 2000 were the
right ones. Some people have voiced very strong criticisms on that subject. I mentioned in my
answer that there are positive repercussions, but of course there are also still some shortcomings.
So I do not regard this initiative as completed, as further proposals and requirements can be
taken on board.



Martins Casaca (PSE). – (PT) I would just like to say one thing in this context. In the same
answer you talk about 80% of the budget being spent by the Member States. I think it would be
useful to bear in mind that the Member States, in this case, are merely acting within the
framework given them by the European institutions, or in other words that the European
institutions are in fact responsible for controlling this expenditure, and I consider that it should
be pointed out that here your reply is sometimes not clear enough. I wonder whether you have
any comments to make about this?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) The Treaty is unambiguous: financial responsibility lies at
European level. However, it is always desirable to improve procedures in the Member States. In
the questionnaire I was asked – quite rightly, I believe – how the Court of Auditors’ comments
were followed up. I believe in fact that it not acceptable that, when the Court of Auditors’
discovers irregularities or, at least, an unsatisfactory situation, the Member States need not
concern themselves with the way in which the Court of Auditors’ remarks are followed up. That
is why I had explained, on this point, that I am in favour of a stronger moral responsibility being
placed on the Member States. Their answers should be published so that there is an opportunity
for them to be criticised or for further recommendations to be made.

Chairman. – (EN) I think, Mr Martins, that the Commissioner-designate’s response is quite
clear: what she is saying is that Parliament should not be involved in this high-level group for
the time being but she may be prepared to discuss it in the future.

Graefe zu Baringdorf (Green/ALE). – (DE) Mrs Schreyer, we heard yesterday from your
possible – or rather probable – colleague, Mr Fischler, that he will support efforts to bring
agricultural policy within the realm of Parliament’s codecision powers. That would also mean
that Parliament acquired sovereign budgetary powers over compulsory spending, which then of
course would become non-compulsory spending. Will you, as Commissioner, make every effort
to ensure that the Commission reaches a collective decision to that effect and takes steps to
ensure that, at the next intergovernmental conference, the matter is placed on the agenda and, if
possible, adopted?

As you know, the Berlin decisions undershoot the agricultural guidelines by some 10 to 15
billion per year. So we are in a second political scenario. Yet even here in the Budget
Committee – this is a subjective impression, my colleagues already know my opinions about it –
there is a touch of hostility to agricultural spending, when it comes deciding on it, because
colleagues always think farmers are going to do well out of it. Some people here – and to some
extent the chairman is among them – believe that the best agricultural policy would be to reduce
agricultural spending. Then the other problems would resolve themselves. But now in the
decisions there has been a switch towards the so-called Second Pillar, in other words a structural
budget line for rural areas in addition to the other structural funds. In my view this should also
be offered to the future Member States. Would you support that and be in favour of extending
that budget line?

In the case of the Structural Funds, appropriations can be carried over from one year to
another…

(The chairman gave the floor to Mrs Schreyer)

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) With regard to the question of compulsory and non-compulsory
expenditure I shall make a clear and, again, rather undiplomatic statement: I regard that



distinction as anachronistic, as in fact it assumes that Parliament will not take responsibility for
expenditure that is prescribed in the Treaty. So I firmly believe that agricultural spending should
be subject to the procedure as non-compulsory expenditure.

On the question of bringing the matter before the intergovernmental conference, are you aware
that Mr Prodi has set up a high-level group to make initial proposals? The Commission will
shortly be considering these proposals and deciding which further proposals should be submitted
to the intergovernmental conference. I also mentioned in my written answers that I thought it
was worth discussing whether various procedures in the financial sphere could also be brought
within the scope of the intergovernmental conference. After all, we are talking about the further
development of the Treaty. I should welcome it if the Treaty could be brought into line with the
tangible achievements that have been secured, which would definitely promote transparency.

On the question of the level of funding for rural development, you indicated that the draft
budget contains fewer appropriations than the maximum that would have been allowed by the
financial perspective. I should point out that there are several reasons for this reduction. Firstly,
the budgetary year for the agricultural sector and also for structural aid in rural areas only goes
up to the middle of October and so an adjustment will have to be made. Secondly, the
commitments under the Structural Funds for this area have been left in the Structural Funds
section and not transferred to the agricultural budget. Those are the reasons for that situation.

Thirdly, this programme will definitely be started-up. By the middle of next year we shall have
to decide whether, in view of these start up problems, appropriations may have to be transferred
to a limited extent. This will have to be decided once the programme is up and running.

Laschet (PPE). – (DE) You gave a very complicated answer to the question about Green
budgetary policy. You made it clear that you want to be a political commissioner, whose
position would be formulated completely independently of the national governments. So I have
three questions concerning the stability pact, which I hope will demonstrate that independence.

The first is the one already raised by Mr Bourlanges, and concerns heading 4 and financial
resources. You mentioned in your written reply that there was a possiblity of changing the
financial perspective and drawing on the flexibility reserve, but did not give a very precise
answer. So could you please explain once again: do you regard the Heads of Governments’
decision to cover the whole amount using budget funds as correct, or do you see any need to
reformulate that position, irrespective of the Turkish crisis?  For, even if we leave Turkey out of
the picture, we know that we shall probably need around EUR 430 million for the Balkans.

My second question is connection with the remarks made by Mrs Rühne. When such large
amounts of budget spending are involved, it is very important to retain the trust of the public.
Do you personally regard it as efficient that the person with responsibility for the stability pact,
Mr Hombach, will be based here in Brussels, instead of overseeing on the spot the way these
monies are spent?

My third question is as follows: you have high expectations of officials and of the effectiveness
of the code of conduct in future. Do you believe that it helps the prestige of the EU if somebody
who has forsaken all political office in his own country, such as Mr Hombach, whose local
constituency association has called for him to be expelled from his party, is to be answerable to
the European public for the administration of all these millions of Euros?



One further question: if Mr Hombach were withdrawn, do you think it would be conceivable for
this responsibility to be held, not least on grounds of effectiveness and cost, by the High
Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy in addition to his other duties?

Schreyer, Commission. –  (DE) First, I shall answer the question as to whether I regard it as
feasible for the EUR 430 million for Kosovo – 70 million of which are already included in the
budget – to be financed by redeployment alone. I worded by answer as I did because I wished to
show my general approach. I hope you will understand why I say that I cannot at present say in
detail whether I regard a reduction in a particular budget line as feasible or not. That has to be
decided for each individual line separately. Neither shall I say that I regard a standard reduction
in various lines as right; on the contrary, I consider that we should consider each individual area
of expenditure on its own merits, and decide whether it is politically acceptable to say that, for
various reasons, less funds will be provided in a particular instance.

With reference to Mr Hombach: you will also be discussing the issues you have raised with Mr
Hombach here in the responsible committee. I am not in a position to make any statements
about whether Mr Hombach is morally suited or not to hold the office that has been conferred
on him. I do, however, consider that it would be wrong to transfer the responsibilities now
incumbent on Mr Hombach to Mr Solana. I can state quite explicitly that that would be wrong.
The aim is now, with regard to the whole situation in Kosovo, to organise meetings of the
various political forces involved in such a way as to achieve coordinated action. As to the
question of where he should be based, Mr Hombach is based in Brussels for the purpose of
carrying out his coordinating activities and not as head of the Kosovo agency, which after all he
is not. I stated my position concerning the seat of the Kosovo agency because I believe that it
will be very difficult to organise the reconstruction of Kosovo in such a way that, while
assistance is provided promptly, nevertheless everything is done to ensure that funds are not
mismanaged or diverted to other purposes. So I should have like to see a clearer decision on the
subject.

As Mrs van der Laan pointed out, the final decisions have not yet been taken.

Laschet (PPE). –  (DE) I am well aware that he is not responsible for Kosovo, but he is
responsible for the stability pact. So the question still arises whether than could not be done
more efficiently on the spot than in Brussels? That was my question, and obviously it was not
about Kosovo.

Second question: of course, Mr Hombach will be appearing before us in the committee. But I
asked you whether, since the code of conduct which is now being applied to all officials,
whether it should not also apply to holders of these important posts. That was my question.

Schreyer, Commission. –  (DE)  In view of his responsibility for organising negotiations, for
example the donors’ conference, I believe that it is sensible for this office to be based in
Brussels, as it is not directly connected with responsibilities on the spot. With regard to the code
of conduct for officials which the Commission has adopted, it applies to the Commission itself
and to Commission officials. Mr Hombach will not be an official of DG XIX or DG XX or of
the Anti-Fraud Office.

Colom i Naval (PSE). - (ES) Mrs Schreyer, one of the major political mistakes of the outgoing
Commission was, in my view, its total inability to formulate a proposal to reform the system of
own resources, to replace the present obsolete system.



The only thing it managed to propose was the cofinancing of the Common Agricultural Policy
which was doubtless a proposal from the German Government, which your party backed in
Germany and here in the European Parliament.

You will doubtless remember that the Union Treaty repealed Article 200 of the old Treaty,
concerning national contributions. However, in your written reply you mention ‘net contributor
Member States’ several times and you totally avoid the whole serious and fully developed
proposal for a possible reform of the system of resources.

I should like to know whether you can tell us what you think about this – I am referring to own
resources, the budgetary balance, and what your political principles – I repeat political
principles - are for a proposal to ensure that the only unambiguous signal received by citizens –
to quote a phrase you used earlier, is not a deterioration in financial solidarity in the Union.

Schreyer, Commission. –  (DE)  With regard to the reform of the agricultural policy I must say
that I also should have welcomed it if co-financing had been decided upon. That is not the case.
That is the starting position now also for the financial perspective for Agenda 2000. With regard
to own resources, let me state my basic position again: we have a responsibility for expenditure
at European level for the budget, and I should welcome it if we had a similar responsibility for
revenues. In my opinion that would solve many of the problems that exist in some areas.
Sometimes the Council says ‘Those are our funds that are being spent’, and when the funds
come to be disbursed in the Member States, some people say ‘Let's not be too fussy about
applying controls and get what we can out of this’. So there are still a lot of questions that have
to be addressed. I believe that it would clearer for the citizens of the European Union if direct
sovereign legislative and revenue-raising powers existed at European level specifically for own-
resources.

We have various examinations of the various proposals. It has emerged that the criteria quite
rightly laid down are met to very varying degrees by the different proposals, and in some cases
not at all. Let me say once more that I do not believe that this debate should be postponed until
2006 and not rekindled until then, but on the contrary I shall consider how and by what means
the debate can be launched once again at another time. I hope I have answered your question.

Colom i Naval (PSE). – (ES) Partly.  If you will allow me I will put it in other terms. In your
view what is more important, the issue of equity between the contributions of the states or the
problem of equity between the contributions of citizens ?

Schreyer, Commission. –  (DE)  I don’t think I have quite understood your question. Could you
please repeat it?

Colom i Naval (PSE). – (ES) I am sorry I cannot ask my question directly in German.  In
Europe we are discussing the possibility of establishing a financial correction which, if it
worked properly, would surely be better than the current system. However, my concern – and I
would like to know what you think, not what you will be able to do as a Commissioner, if you
are confirmed, but what you would like to do – is something which would solve the problem of
the Member States’ contributions to the Community budget or the problem of the injustice of
citizens’ contributions according to their level of wealth.



Schreyer, Commission. –  (DE) I believe the question of fair contributions is a very important
one, not only as regards the distribution of the GDP and the relative size of countries’ GDP, but
also with regard to the question of what is the proper source of the European budget’s own
resources. I have noted that the European Parliament strongly favours an energy tax on carbon
dioxide emissions. I am also very much in favour of ecological tax reforms with a view to taxing
energy more heavily in order to reduce labour costs. I believe that we can envisage ways of
linking this restructuring of national taxation with the aims of European policy.

You raised the question of net contributors and net beneficiaries, and the equalisation of
economic capacities. In my view any financial equalisation of that kind should be achieved on
the expenditure side, and the essential means of achieving that aim is of course the Structural
Funds.

Dover (PPE). – (EN) Mrs Schreyer, I would like to ask about your reply to Question 5, where
you were asked about management and implementation of decisions. You replied: “The
Commission will decide its political programme under the political leadership of the President”.
How much do you see politics playing a part in your role as a potential commissioner? In
particular, would you give up your positions in the Green Party?

Schreyer, Commission. –  (DE) Under the Amsterdam Treaty, the position of the President of
the Commission has been strengthened. The policy of the Commission will be implemented in
accordance with the Commissioner’s political guidelines, and we shall very soon reach
agreement on a working programme and the basic political cornerstones. With regard to the
second part of your question, let me say again: I do not take the view that the objectives laid
down in the Amsterdam Treaty and also basically followed by this Parliament are in conflict
with Green policies, quite the reverse! As a Green politician, I make every effort to support
democratisation, the protection of human rights, a high level of environmental protection, sexual
equality and sustainable economic development. Those are the principles which I should like to
govern my activities as a Commissioner.

Dover (PPE). – (EN) Mrs Schreyer, I did ask whether you would be giving up your positions in
the Green Party. But, also, would you be able to reflect the new balance in the European
Parliament, which in June changed towards centre-right from centre-left?

Martin, David W. (PSE). – (EN) Commissioner-designate, virtually every year Parliament
adds lines to the budget, which we know the Commission services oppose. Having won the
political battle with the Council, we then discover at the end of the year that no money has been
spent on these lines, so the Commission has, in a sense, won administratively where it lost
politically. What economic or political reasons would you give for not implementing a
Parliament budgetary decision?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) I think I have set out in writing my position with regard to my
political orientation. I do not hold any posts within my party, if that is the gist of  your question.
With regard to the political composition of the European Parliament and the composition of the
Commission – as I assume that is what you are referring to – I consider that the Commission
does have a balanced political make-up. I believe that the incoming President,  Mr Prodi,  has
put forward a politically balanced proposal in terms of the composition of the Commission and
the distribution of portfolios.
Martin, David W. (PSE). – (EN) Commissioner-designate, I am very happy with the answer
and with the commitment to come and tell Parliament - I hope at an early stage - that you cannot



implement a decision. However, I would also ask you to be aware that often the reasons for not
implementing decisions are imagined rather than real and we expect you, as budget
commissioner, to defend the political decisions and to make sure that the administration adheres
to these decisions.

Chairman. – (EN) I will add a supplementary to that question. In one of your answers to a
question from the Committee on Budgetary Control on implementing the requirements in the
discharge procedure, I think you say something about making sure that the requests of the
Commission are carried out. Your answer does not mention the requests of Parliament. I think
that is something that the Committee on Budgetary Control would seek: that the
recommendations in the discharge procedure are carried out. Would you do that?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) When budget guidelines are laid down in the budget, they are
binding on the administration. I can, however, imagine circumstances in which  the funds
available under a programme are not all disbursed or, indeed, are not disbursed at all, because
the basis for them or the conditions for their implementation are lacking. But I have made it
clear that I shall always inform Parliament if problems arise in relation to individual budget
lines or the budget as a whole. Then, of course, measures will have to be taken to address these
problems, unless Parliament itself decides to call a halt. But first of all I shall always approach
Parliament with the information to enable us to decide together what measures are necessary.

Stenmarck (PPE). – (SV) In the written answers to the Committee on Budgets - I am thinking
foremost of the answer to Question No 9 – you say that we must be prepared for new demands
on the EU budget emerging during the period covered by the budget plan. You say that your
fundamental position is that we should first try to redistribute within the budget and use the
budget reserves. You also say, however, that when new expenditure is transferred to or
conferred on the EU, we must also address the question of making new financial resources
available. This is the point I would like you to elaborate on. Taxes which have been harmonised
at EU level have sometimes been discussed – particularly in the recent election campaign – as a
possible new source of own resources for the EU budget.

My question is :  What is your position on such EU taxes ?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE) On the question of own resources I have already explained that
in principle I believe that it would be right for the EU to have its own legislative and revenue-
raising powers with regard to one source of revenue. I have also explained that I shall consider
how I can relaunch the debate in this area, and at the same time I should like to make the point
that I am not just contemplating an additional source of revenue, but, for the time being, the
reallocation of revenue. If, however, additional responsibilities were to be transferred to
European level, we should also have to discuss the level of the budget.

Theato (PPE). – (DE) Most of the questions have concerned the budget and I think that answers
have been provided. But now let me say quite openly that with regard to budgetary control – and
I know that there have been a number of questions in between – I have the impression that you
are less enthusiastic, as your answers seem rather vague. I refrained from asking supplementary
questions earlier, in the hope that you would come back to the subject.

It seems to me that OLAF and the further development of protection of financial interests are
not the main priority for you. You may deny it, but that is the impression I have from your
answers, which have been translated in such a way as to give quite a different meaning by



omitting a single word. I am referring to Question 45. This relates to Article 280, about which I
asked you. You said – and we shall return to this later  –   that you did not think that the time
was right to take such a step, in other words to extend the protection of financial interests. The
English translation of your answer, however, reads : ‘Personally, I do think the time is right for
this’. I should be glad to know whether you would be in favour of further extending the
protection of financial interests along the lines laid down in the Corpus Juris, and whether you
think that that should happen soon. However, if you believe that the OLAF Anti-Fraud Office is
sufficient, let me remind you that, at the time, we had to bring it within the scope of the Treaties
in order to make any headway. In effect we had to build in an interim stage.

I was hoping that you might have a word to say about the independence of OLAF. It is
independent. It has not been made subordinate  to the Commission, in other words you will not
be able to issue instructions to it. If OLAF approaches you, you will take action, but OLAF is a
free agency. It will be able to prevent anyone else from interfering in cases where irregularities
have been detected or possible irregularities are being investigated.

I should just like to try to nail you down once more : is the protection of financial interests,
which has played such an important role for this Parliament in the past and continues to do so, a
priority for you, or is the answer contained in the German version correct, that you regard that as
a good step for the present and consider that, so to speak, we can stay where we are for now ?

Schreyer, Commission. – (DE)  I regard the creation of the independent Anti-Fraud Office an
essential step. You rightly pointed out that the office will be free to act, in accordance with its
statute. It may not receive instructions from any body to hush up, cover up or fail to investigate
any matter. At the same time, the office will be available to the Commission to prepare
necessary initiatives, and as I have said we shall systematically study OLAF’s findings in order
to incorporate these in the financial regulations, to reinforce the attention paid to preventive
action.

On the question whether the present arrangements are adequate, i.e. that Member States are
bound by the Treaty to treat fraud and crime against the financial interests of the Community as
if they had been committed against their own financial interests – which of course is the right
formula – and on the further question of whether those arrangements have actually been
implemented, I have made it quite plain that I believe it outrageous that, despite their declared
support for such measures, Member States are extremely reluctant to ratify the corresponding
agreement.

I detect no readiness on the part of Parliament or the Member States to proceed any further
towards the communitarisation of criminal law. The issue crops up on the agenda of both
Tampere and Helsinki: what is happening with regard to the measures for the protection of
financial interests ? I shall persist in seeking assurances on this matter, and I am also aware of
the efforts being made to improve judicial cooperation. I shall not neglect the area of action to
combat fraud, because I know that our prospects of regaining public confidence in European
policies depend to a considerable extent on all the institutions involved in European policy
making very serious efforts to combat fraud in all areas and within their own ranks.

(The Chairman thanked the Commissioner-designate and closed the public hearing)


