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Ladies and Gentlemen,

Today the discussions have been highly stimulating. More importantly, they will help us to navigate the rocky passage leading to a new European crisis management framework. 

I would like to pay special tribute to our excellent speakers and panellists who have contributed their visions of how the future should look and also to you the audience for your thoughtful and intelligent comments and questions.
Listening to the various contributions, it is clear that there is an overwhelming degree of support for the Commission to come forward with concrete legislative proposals. This morning, Commissioner Barnier made known his intention to build a new crisis management framework. The general direction of travel is pretty clear. No 'chacun pour soi', but 'chacun pour tous'. Coordination at a minimum.
We have the makings a clear roadmap, according to which we will begin pragmatically by building a framework based on harmonised tools and strengthened coordination between Member States. We should not underestimate the very considerable challenges involved in introducing such changes into national laws. 

But getting to the root of the problems of the Internal Market also requires that we work towards integrated solutions to deal with an integrated financial market. I fully agree with Sharon Bowles. Cross-border insolvency must be addressed. The concept of banking groups is worth further exploring and it is also clear that progress on intra-group asset transfer cannot happen without fundamental changes to our current approach to group insolvency. This will be hugely challenging and I note some different opinions about what needs to be done and especially in the level of ambition. However, the crisis has shown that we have no option but to progress.  As Danièle Nouy pointed out, inaction means choosing economic and regulatory fragmentation.
Looking forward, trends towards integration may lead to institutional changes. Dominique Strauss Kahn stressed that if the EU proceeds boldly in this area, it would be its most important economic policy initiative since the Maastricht Treaty. However he also warned us that as much as he sees momentum behind supervision and regulation he does not yet see the same momentum behind crisis management and resolution. And we need not only momentum but, as Commissioner Barnier stressed, also solid foundations to underpin possible institutional changes. The euro was not created in one Day. Building a crisis management framework will take time. 
How to integrate financial stability? This is the key – and highly political - problem that many highlighted. Our politicians will need to take critical decisions. This will be discussed at the next ECOFIN in Madrid to which we will contribute a paper. 
We will come forward with a legislative text in the Spring of 2011. It will put in place a coordination framework based on a harmonised set of tools. But at the same time we will also work further on the more challenging issues by undertaking a fundamental analysis of options to deal with differences between national insolvency laws. The issues are highly complex and could potentially involve changing national legislation in a way that enables cross-border resolution of a banking group as a whole, as opposed to separate legal entities. To help us do this, we have already begun constituting an external group of experts in insolvency law.
Now turning to some of the issues raised during today's conference, we have been given plenty of food for thought.

Main outcomes of the Panel discussions
Early intervention
Besides tackling systemic risk, there is a growing consensus that we need to deliver a set of common early intervention tools so that all supervisory authorities have the power to act – if necessary intrusively - before any financial entity becomes insolvent. Or, better still, to avoid that the financial entity becomes insolvent. These tools should provide authorities with the ability to deal with a wide variety of financial institutions. 
On Hard Triggers - or whether we need to deliver a framework that obliges regulators to act when certain events happen or conditions are met -  there also seems to be a broad agreement that it is better to have a flexible framework that leaves certain discretion to the authorities. However, full discretion could also create some problems with respect for example to legal certainty for shareholders and creditors. We need some more guidance as to when the early intervention powers could be triggered.   

Living Wills could help regulators to understand and, where necessary, address the complexity of financial institutions and to deal beforehand with the problems that an ailing entity could cause. However, they are not a 'silver bullet'. They are one tool, and need to be backed by intelligent and robust supervision.  Moreover, there are important questions about the effect of living wills on the integrated and complex structures that currently exist in the single market. We also need to tackle this issue, and be aware of the implications of this tool.
Bank Resolution
The session was billed as 'Making resolution effective for cross-border banks'.  But I think that one of the most interesting points that emerged from the panel is that we face two big issues: the first is how to handle complexity, and the second is how to tackle the cross-border dimension.  
I was struck by the remarks of both Paul Tucker and Jorg Asmussen that our biggest problems may arise from complexity.  The real difficulty lies in resolving an institution with a vastly complex tangle of counterparties, contracts, transactions and derivative positions in the short period between the closing of European markets on a Friday evening and the opening of Asian markets early on the Monday morning.  This task would not be easy, even if all the relevant subsidiaries and counterparties were in the same jurisdiction and all the contracts were governed by the same law. 
Another prominent theme is how to avoid another situation where taxpayers are asked once again to provide almost unimaginable sums to stabilise banks.  There is a growing consensus that the polluter should pay, and ideas about how to achieve this are being discussed in a number of international fora. Elisa Ferreira supported the idea of a resolution fund for systemic institutions, managed by the EBA and interestingly this was also supported by some industry representatives as Alessandro Profumo. Dominique Strauss Kahn also put the IMF's weight behind this idea. Certainly, as Elisa Ferreira said we may have a phased in approach, but we do need to start now! But there are also disagreements on the size of a resolution fund that would be needed, and indeed on the usefulness of a fund at all. As for the other ideas, I was particularly interested in the thoughts of Paul Tucker and others on a system of haircuts for creditors to provide a deep pool of market funding to restore a troubled institution. Hugo Bänziger mentioned that his pool of creditors is 4 times his Tier 1 capital.  There are arguments for imposing costs on creditors before resorting to taxpayers that are likely to appeal to our politicians.  Moreover, this could help improve market discipline.  We should not underestimate the legal difficulties of a measure of this kind, but it is certainly worth exploring further. 
Insolvency 

Insolvency law is at the very heart of the debate. The issue is very technical, but at the same time critical from a political perspective. Insolvency law determines how cooperation takes place. A mere territorial approach would mean ring-fencing of assets and subsidiarisation. A universal approach on the other hand is fraught with political and legal difficulties. A third way, of modified universalism, was sketched out by Eva Hüpkes and Paul Tucker. We should not lose sight of how important insolvency law is. Hector Sants rightly pointed out that insolvency law influences behaviour during a crisis. Put it another way, the end of the pipeline determines how you behave in the pipeline (Thomas Wieser). Piotr Bednarski, a Polish tax payer - emphasised the importance of protecting creditors if assets are transferred across borders.
As a first step, we need to make sure that national insolvency regimes support the resolution tools that we intend to propose.  But we will also go on to explore more how to put in place a more cooperative approach to banking group insolvencies within the EU. Should we go even further down the route towards a universalist approach in the EU? 
Luc Everaert from IMF emphasised the need to deal with insolvency at the level of legal entities to best protect creditors and shareholders. Charles Goodhart stressed that a European resolution authority would not effectively work with 27 different national insolvency law. The priority should be to agree the legal structure first. We cannot put the institutional cart before the legal horse. 

The panel discussion was clear that insolvency law will remain THE missing link of the internal market for financial services. the Insolvency Expert Group that the Commission is establishing will be instrumental in that respect.  
To conclude we have a very ambitious and far-reaching work programme ahead of us. The usefulness and importance of working to plug a clear gap in our European legislative framework has been questioned by no-one. In general terms, there is much that unites us. Our challenge will be to organise the detailed arrangements – cutting across national systems which differ greatly. That is where the devil resides. 

So as I close today's conference, enlightened by a healthy debate, we have a strong sense of purpose and a clear sense of direction. Ahead of us, will be much preparation, open discussion, and negotiations as we embark upon some groundbreaking reforms. If we are to succeed, constructive debate and compromise among all stakeholders will be necessary. 

Unless we succeed, the very basis of the Internal Market model – and all the benefits which derive from it – will be threatened, and with it maybe even the very prosperity and lifestyle we enjoy today. What we have learned today is the problems are as much political as they are technical.  And to close on a positive note, we have witnessed massive political support for the introduction of a new EU framework. 

We were warned that citizens will not accept a second failure. 
Let me finish by thanking those who made this conference possible: First Toby Mackie and then Ruth Walters, Silvia Scatizzi, Jerome Deslandes, Sabino Fornies, Laszlo Butt and the great team who looked after our organisation today Louisiana de Smet, Liliane Laubach, Stepanka Schvoikova; Anne Cools and Zarina Kazakova.

Thank you
