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I first would like to thank you for inviting me today. I find it very important that we at 

the European Parliament can engage in this type of seminars and events, hear 

concerns and take them seriously in the work on the legislative proposals we 

receive.  

It is true that our reality has been shaken profoundly over the years of crisis and 

2016 has been a difficult year. This year can be a better one but the Brexit challenge 

will stay with us for a while. It will require good decisions but the negotiation process 

will be difficult. We are getting ready for it and I hope the European Council will adopt 

its guidelines for negotiation this Saturday. I am pleased to see that in the last 

version of the draft guidelines, it is stated that “any future framework should preserve 

financial stability in the Union and respect its regulatory and supervisory regime and 

standards and their application”.  I hope, however, that stability will not be the only 

focus in the negotiations on the agreement on the future relationship. I hope we will 

see a framework for the financial sector ensuring long term growth financing and no 

incentives for global fragmentation.  

The legislative proposal that we are discussing in detail today is one of the most 

important final touches of our regulatory agenda. It should bring us closer to the 

completion of the reforms carried out after the financial crisis with a view to bringing 

more stability on financial markets and in particular on derivative markets.  

Back in 2009, the Pittsburgh G20 summit mandated the central clearing of over the 

counter derivatives in order to make sure that at least one party to derivative 

transactions, that is, a Central Clearing Counterparties (CCP), would be resilient. I 

can say that it took us years to get EMIR in place in the EU: it introduced a clearing 

obligation that has started to apply only last year for the most common and 

standardised types of derivatives, interest rate derivatives, and this year for credit 

default swaps.  

However, as you know it so well, while risk has been reduced on markets, it has also 

concentrated within the entities tasked with managing it. This means that these 

institutions have become particularly important and that the failure of one of them 

would have consequences far greater than it would have had some decades ago. 

The challenge is to make this scenario unlikely. We must therefore pay special 

attention to CCPs and not only make them resilient to crisis, which we have already 

started to do, but also think of what strategies to follow if things go wrong for a CCP, 

in order to make sure it would not fail in a disorderly and disruptive way.  
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We follow a reflection at the global level, at this of the Committee on Payments and 

Market Infrastructures (CPMI) jointly with the International Organisation of Securities 

Commissions (ISOCO) as regards resilience and at the level of the Financial Stability 

Board (FSB) as regards recovery and resolution. 

There still is some way to go regarding the resilience of CCPs and the CPMI will be 

busy with this matter over this year and the next. A guidance on resilience is still 

expected. Work and reflection will continue at the global level in many areas related 

to CCPs: assessing their interconnectedness; developing stress testing; refining the 

requirements on margining, on risk mitigation techniques and on the funding to be 

kept by CCPs to protect against non-default losses; improving cross border 

cooperation between CCP supervisors.   

This is still work in progress and it is about refining the existing rules.   

What matters is also, as I have just mentioned, to address the scenario when 

resilience is not enough and we need to deal with the threat of a failure of a CCP. 

We hope to never have to use the rules that we will set up for these cases, but their 

existence can already go a long way towards increasing certainty and predictability 

on markets and within CCPs.  

We have a Commission’s proposal to establish a framework for the recovery and 

resolution of CCPs that has been published in November and we are currently in 

Parliament working on fine tuning it. Therefore, I would like to spend a few minutes 

on this issue.  

We have no calendar in the European Parliament for completing the legislative work 

as of yet but each member of the negotiating team has started to work on the 

technical aspects on the file. For the time being, the Council does not make it a 

priority and has mostly focused on colleges and decision making so far. Therefore, 

we can expect that the legislative process will take time on both sides.       

Thus far, in the European Parliament, the technical elements on which reflection is 

most advanced are the balance between flexibility and predictability and the types of 

tools to be used.  

The Commission has made the choice in its proposal of leaving a rather generous 

space for flexibility both to CCPs as regards recovery and to authorities as regards 

resolution. This is understandable insofar as it is difficult to predict exactly what the 

characteristics of the future crisis might be. However, for some of us, it seems that 

the Commission has moved rather far in that direction as regards in particular the 

recovery phase, where the need for flexibility is weaker but where the provisions of 

the proposal are less detailed, with not even a mandate for technical standards. This 

is something that the negotiating team will look at, and you can expect, in level 1 or 

2, more specifications around the content of recovery plans and the types of tools to 

be used.  

We also need safeguards as regards information to clients. In particular, on the side 

of CCPs, we need more transparency on the recovery strategies towards clients.  



3 

 

We also believe that we need safeguards related to the use of some resolution-

specific tools such as variation margin gain haircutting or partial tear up. We do not 

need to go far in order to find what types of safeguards to put: some are listed in the 

FSB draft guidance.  

Finally, we need to have a look at the decision making set up for the review and 

approval of recovery plans and for conducting resolution actions. We should reflect 

either on more effective procedures compared to the current Commission proposal 

or on an institutional simplification with a single EU resolution authority. This will be 

discussed in the course of the coming months, with a close look at the possible 

evolution regarding EMIR review and the set up for CCP supervision. We are 

hearing that the Commission with come with some horizontal work on the 

equivalence regime in financial services including supervision and location of CCPs 

before summer and we will pay attention to this work.    

But the point I mentioned about the FSB guidance brings me to my last issue, which 

is the need, in the future legislative and supervisory developments around CCP 

resilience, recovery and resolution, to follow a global approach. 

We all agree that international guidance is there to prevent fragmentation. Its respect 

is crucial in the case of CCPs, even more than in the case of banks, since derivative 

markets are global and CCPs are few and highly interconnected through the 

presence of large members in several CCPs.  

We in the EU are also the first ones in the world to legislate and establish a recovery 

and resolution regime.  

For all these reasons, we need to follow the international guidance in order to leave 

every possibility to have a consistent set of regulations once other jurisdictions come 

up with their own proposals.  

In this respect, the fact that the FSB has left in its guidance a very wide array of tools 

to be used, broad enough to suit all needs is a good thing. We have many options 

available to us, which we can use without departing from the FSB guidance. 

The recent political events create a lot of uncertainty for European and global 

cooperation. However, we must strive to retain this global approach and plan for the 

long term. We also know that we will need a lot of cooperation between supervisors 

and resolution authority and that discussion and information sharing are essential. 

We therefore should do our utmost, when legislating and in the daily practice of 

authorities, to facilitate that.    

 


