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· The Chairman introduced the session by outlining the current challenges by making the distinction between (i) the financial market crisis (elements: lack of capital and liquidity, problem of interconnectedness, politicians need to find a global answer to the crisis) and as a consequence out of this (ii) the sovereign debt crisis. Major challenges in this context are coming from the EU monetary union, the Euro zone.
· EU has to deal with regulatory loopholes as well as economic governance.
Close linkage between EU and US, which must lead the discussion on global scale. 

· Any inconsistencies undermine cooperation which may lead to financial arbitrage and an unlevel playing field, being itself a possible new source of financial market instability.

· Financial market crisis needs a G20 response any regional responses are suboptimal and leads to inconsistencies. G20 lacks effective results

· Regulatory reactions can be distinguished in (a) preventive (e.g. Basel, Regulation on more transparency (OTC derivatives), better micro and macro-prudential supervision, Hedge fund regulation, CRAs), and (b) corrective measures (like new resolution schemes, which also includes discussion on new financial transaction tax and activity tax).

· The G20 results were possibly better than any coordination before, but still very disappointed, too many regional initiatives. 

· The crisis was rather a crisis of Western countries with its impact on emerging countries

· Transatlantic view: both sides were hit by similar shocks. The responses must be better coordinated. What has been achieved? Three field to be distinguished

· How was the effective crisis management? Whereas the US has come out of the crisis earlier, mid 2009, EU is still struggling, especially with sovereign debt crisis. 
· Institutional reforms: EU delivered much quicker and more in detail especially what regards new supervisory structure (EBA, ESMA and EIOPA), whereas US results rather poor. 
· Regulatory reforms: advantage goes to the US (Dodd-Frank act was quickly adopted, although many regulatory decisions need still to be implemented). EU has little achieved, due to differences in regulatory processes. In the EU more technically driven whereas US politically motivated. 
· Interaction between business and politics in the US seems better developed than in EU. 

· With respect to the fact that EU and US still constitutes in financial markets major part of the business in financial services (60-80%) and that both sides are strongly integrated, we need better transatlantic harmonization, especially in the wholesale market: 
· Although US/EU financial markets largely operate as one single market, the applicable regulation remains largely national. 
· This leads to the confusing outcome, that in some fields at least, the same relationship is governed by different sets of rules. Consequence is a lack of level playing field, making the whole market structure less efficient and far from fully integrated. => risk of regulatory arbitrage).
· These topics are currently regularly discussed at the highest political level (Commissioner and the Secretary of the Treasury and the Presidents of the main US agencies). Further forms or cooperation: TEC Transatlantic Economic Council, FMRD Financial markets regulatory dialogue, Euro-Parliamentarians regularly visit the US and exchange views. However contacts take place quite high level, and do not allow an analysis of the detailed rules. 
· Several initiatives could be developed to alleviate these concerns.
· Need for timely and if possible early information about regulatory initiatives developed by one of the two partners. Consider a liaison officer to be appointed in charge of exchanging documents and identifying trends in regulation in the other jurisdiction. 
· At the level of the Commission, additional points of contact would usefully be developed. It was proposed to call a group of persons involved in the process of financial regulation, e.g. market participants, regulators, politicians, European authorities to discuss points of friction between the two regulatory systems. One could refer to the Group of Thirty, a group of leading financial experts that publishes from time to time reports that have great authority and have lead to profound changes in the regulatory system. We need to find practical solutions and try at the same time to globalise the dimension. 

· A transatlantic resolution scheme could also be a practical example for an effective cooperation between EU/US, which could then be followed by other countries. It would also allow for global coordination. Any national/ regional resolution schemes are suboptimal to a global approach.

· EU/US coordination of primordial importance. However, closer cooperation of G20 countries needed to avoid unlevel playing field. Role of BRIC countries to be better included.
· G20 reforms must be faster in response to crisis. Danger emerges that without common agreement on G20-level there will be a lack of globally efficient regulation to make financial markets more stable (and also to avoid global macro-economic imbalances).
· Concerns of externalities were voiced: FATCA (Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act) was considered as a most recent example. 
· One participant – non in line with the general debate - referred to the fact that competition between national/regional financial services regulation could have also positive effects.
· There was a clear commitment by participants, that the objective in financial services regulations must be as consistent as possible, in content but also in timing and sequencing.
· The role of the BRICs were not enough considered in the role international regulatory cooperation. US/ EU dominant in G20. But BRICs will in the future play a more important role, with markets shifting t the “east”. 
· Brief discussion about the question of overregulation and the role of self-regulation, without a clear response. The financial sector accepted that more and better regulation (as well as better supervision) is needed, however that attention must be addressed to the possible negative impacts of “overregulation” on the real economy (unintended consequences), more precisely on the SME sector, where a shortage of capital may negatively impact the recovery. Especially the cumulative impact of the different capital charges needs to be further investigated. 
