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Distinguished guests, colleagues, ladies and gentlemen, 

It is a privilege to join you today at the conference hosted by KPEI. Thank you for the 

invitation, and for the opportunity to exchange views across jurisdictions on a topic that 

is at the heart of modern capital markets: central clearing and the resilience of central 

counterparties, or CCPs. 

Indonesia’s markets and Europe’s markets are connected through global investors, 

global banks, global risk management and crucially through market infrastructures. 

That interconnectedness is a strength. But it also means that resilience in one part of 

the world matters for resilience everywhere. That is why conversations like today’s, 

between authorities and infrastructures, are not a “nice to have”; they are a core pillar 

of financial stability. 

Today I would like to cover five points: first, why CCPs remain essential in global 

markets; second, the EU approach to CCP regulation and supervision; third, ESMA’s 

approach to third-country CCPs; fourth, three current supervisory priorities; and finally, 

why global standards and regulatory cooperation matter more than ever. 

1. Why CCPs matter for global financial markets 

CCPs sit at the centre of the financial system’s risk transformation. They reduce 

counterparty credit risk by interposing themselves between buyer and seller; they net 

multilateral exposures; and they bring transparency and discipline to risk management. 

The experience of recent years has reinforced this point. When markets are calm, 

central clearing can be taken for granted. When markets are stressed, whether due to 

sharp rate moves, commodity shocks, or sudden liquidity constraints, CCPs become 

one of the key shock absorbers of the system. They must be able to call margin, 
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manage liquidity needs, and, if necessary, manage the default of a clearing member 

without destabilising the broader market. 

But we should also be candid: the very tools that make CCPs safe (such as margin, 

haircuts, concentration add-ons) can amplify liquidity demands in stress. CCP 

resilience and systemic resilience are therefore connected, but not identical. A resilient 

CCP is necessary, yet the financial system also needs robust clearing members and 

clients, sound liquidity management, and preparedness for extreme but plausible 

events. 

Ultimately, CCPs are an expression of trust in markets: trust that obligations will be 

met, trades will be settled, and risk is managed in a predictable and transparent way. 

That trust is built through governance, robust risk frameworks, high-quality supervision, 

and effective cross-border cooperation. 

From a global perspective, central clearing has changed the way we think about 

financial stability. Risk that used to be dispersed across many bilateral relationships is 

now concentrated in infrastructures that are designed and supervised to withstand 

extreme conditions. That is a major achievement, but it also raises the bar for 

governance, risk waterfalls, recovery tools, and cross-border cooperation when stress 

becomes severe. 

2. The EU approach: EMIR, EMIR 3 and the CCP Supervisory Committee 

In the European Union, CCPs are regulated under EMIR (the European Market 

Infrastructure Regulation). EMIR established a comprehensive prudential framework 

for CCPs, including requirements on governance, margin, default funds, risk 

management, interoperability, and transparency. It also set up supervisory colleges to 

ensure that relevant authorities (market and banking supervisors as well as central 

banks) can contribute in a coordinated manner. 

The latest reform, EMIR 3, entered into force at the end of 2024. It pursues a dual 

objective that many jurisdictions will recognise: strengthening the resilience and 

supervision of central clearing, while addressing excessive systemic reliance on 

certain (offshore) clearing services. EMIR 3 also strengthens ESMA’s role in CCP 

supervision through the CCP Supervisory Committee. The Committee brings together 

EU national competent authorities and central banks of issue, with ESMA providing a 

forum for coordinated, risk-based supervision and for driving strong supervisory 

convergence across the Union. 
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Concretely, EMIR 3 expands and streamlines key supervisory tools. It strengthens the 

framework for ESMA opinions on certain supervisory decisions taken by national 

authorities, and it reinforces the validation process for significant changes to CCP risk 

models - an area that is increasingly important as CCPs refine margin models, back-

testing frameworks and liquidity methodologies. It also introduces accelerated 

processes for specific cases, to ensure supervision remains both robust and timely. 

Another important development is ESMA’s enhanced role in CCP colleges, including 

a co-chairing function designed to support consistent functioning of colleges and to 

strengthen convergence in supervisory outcomes. Alongside this, EMIR 3 supports 

more data-driven supervision through improved information flows and, in the EU, the 

progressive development of a central CCP data capability that can be used by 

supervisors for risk monitoring and prioritisation. 

The broader message is simple: a single rulebook is not enough, you also need a 

common supervisory culture with consistent risk prioritisation and expectations. At the 

same time, convergence should not mean unnecessary burden: where we can 

streamline processes and rely on high-quality data rather than duplicative reporting, 

we should do so. 

EMIR 3 also reflects a broader policy lesson: resilience and market structure are linked. 

If clearing becomes too concentrated in a small number of services or locations, 

disruptions can have outsized effects. The EU approach therefore combines high 

prudential standards with targeted measures intended to support effective clearing 

capacity in the Union for certain key products, while preserving the benefits of global 

markets. 

In day-to-day supervision, this translates into a very practical agenda: ensuring margin 

and liquidity models remain robust through changing market regimes; assessing the 

resilience of default management processes and auction design; monitoring 

concentrations and wrong-way risks; and reviewing how CCPs manage operational 

and third-party dependencies. It also means being ready for the “tail events”: recovery 

planning, the interface with resolution authorities, and the decision-making processes 

that would be used if a CCP faced extreme stress. 

3. ESMA’s approach to third-country CCPs 

Cross-border clearing is a fact of life in global markets. European market participants 

clear significant volumes in third-country CCPs, and third-country CCPs provide 
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important services to EU firms. The EU framework therefore distinguishes between 

third-country CCPs that are not systemically important for the EU and those that are. 

Under EMIR, a non-EU central counterparty (what we call a “third-country CCP”) may 

provide clearing services to EU clearing members and EU trading venues only if it is 

recognised by ESMA. Recognition rests on four building blocks: the European 

Commission has deemed the home framework equivalent; the CCP is authorised and 

effectively supervised at home; ESMA and the home authorities have robust 

cooperation arrangements in place, typically a Memorandum of Understanding; and 

the jurisdiction has an equivalent AML/CFT framework. 

Before recognition is granted, ESMA also assesses whether the third-country CCP is, 

or is likely to become, systemically important for EU or Member State financial stability. 

So-called Tier 2 CCPs (ie those of substantial systemic importance for EU financial 

stability) fall under an enhanced regime, including direct ESMA supervision against 

key requirements and participation in EU-wide CCP stress testing. And recognition is 

reviewed when EU-facing activity changes and, in any case, at least every five years. 

For third-country CCPs that are not deemed systemically important for the EU financial 

stability (“Tier 1”), ESMA operates a recognition regime combined with ongoing, risk-

based monitoring of EU-facing risks. In practice, ESMA is receiving information on 

positions of EU banks in the Tier 1 CCP and of material developments such as 

significant risk model changes or extensions of services as well as on events that could 

affect EU liquidity or financial stability. Finally, ESMA also monitors regulatory 

developments in third countries for which the European Commission has adopted 

equivalence decisions. This horizon scanning is important: frameworks evolve, 

markets evolve, and our supervisory understanding needs to evolve with them. 

Our objective is not to hinder cross-border services. The objective is to manage cross-

border risks in a way that supports financial stability and open markets. This is reliant 

on transparency, trust, and cooperation, supported by clear legal frameworks on both 

sides. 

In this context, I am pleased to note that ESMA has recognised KPEI to offer clearing 

services to EU participants under the EU’s third-country framework. The recognition 

decision for KPEI was granted on the basis of the equivalence decision by the 

European Commission of 8 June 2022, which assessed the Indonesian CCP 

framework as equivalent, and on the basis of established cooperation arrangements 

between ESMA and the Indonesian Financial Services Authority, OJK, including a 

Memorandum of Understanding signed on 28 September 2023. 
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Looking ahead, if KPEI were to expand into additional products that fall under central 

bank supervision, extending recognition to that scope would require two things: an 

equivalence decision for the relevant framework, and cooperation arrangements with 

the central bank, so that information exchange and supervisory cooperation remain 

effective as activities evolve. 

In my experience, what makes cooperation work is not only the signature on a 

document, but the relationship behind it: timely information on material changes, stress 

events and significant incidents; a shared understanding of risk governance; and clear 

points of contact and escalation when time matters. 

4. Current key issues: margin, operational resilience and geopolitics 

Let me turn to three issues that feature prominently in many of my recent interventions, 

because they are shaping how supervisors and CCPs think about resilience today. 

4.1. Crisis episodes and margin dynamics 

Stress episodes over the past years have highlighted a fundamental trade-off. Margin 

needs to be responsive to risk. If it is not, a CCP may end up under-margined precisely 

when it can least afford it. But if margin reacts too sharply, or too late, it can generate 

cliff effects and very large liquidity calls on clearing members and clients, potentially 

propagating stress. 

From a supervisory perspective, this means we focus on: the governance of margin 

models; the calibration of anti-procyclicality tools; and the transparency and 

predictability of margin methodologies. That includes clearer communication on what 

is driving margin changes, providing credible estimates where possible, and explaining 

intraday margining practices so that clearing members and clients can plan their 

liquidity needs. 

4.2. Operational resilience in an interconnected ecosystem 

Operational resilience has moved from being a “technology topic” to being a core 

prudential topic. Today’s CCPs depend on complex ICT systems, data flows and third-

party service providers. Outages, cyber incidents, or failures at critical vendors can 

very quickly become systemic events, especially when markets are volatile and 

operational capacity is most needed. 

For supervisors, this calls for a strong focus on governance, threat-led testing, incident 

management, and the mapping of critical dependencies. It also calls for cooperation: 
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ICT incidents do not respect borders. We need alignment of expectations and effective 

channels for information exchange so that authorities can react quickly and coherently 

when incidents occur. 

Internationally, this agenda is supported by the work of CPMI and IOSCO on 

operational resilience for financial market infrastructures. That work underscores a set 

of common expectations: clear governance and accountability; identification of critical 

services; ambitious but credible recovery objectives; rigorous testing, including cyber 

scenarios, and effective communication to participants and authorities during 

disruption. For CCPs, the message is particularly clear: operational resilience is 

inseparable from financial resilience, because a CCP must be able to manage risk, call 

margin and run default management processes even under severe operational stress. 

4.3. Geopolitics and the resilience of cross-border clearing 

Finally, geopolitics increasingly affects financial markets and market infrastructures. 

We see this through changes in market access conditions, increased attention to 

concentration and dependencies, and heightened risk of sudden disruptions in cross-

border operational arrangements. 

The policy challenge is to preserve the benefits of global clearing, liquidity, netting 

efficiency, and risk mutualisation, while ensuring that reliance on any single node does 

not create unacceptable systemic vulnerabilities. This requires sound risk 

management by CCPs and clearing members, credible crisis management 

arrangements, and supervisory frameworks that recognise cross-border realities. It 

also requires preparedness: scenario analysis, contingency planning, and, where 

relevant, robust arrangements for cooperation between authorities. 

Geopolitical risk also has a very practical infrastructure dimension: access to liquidity 

in particular currencies, reliance on critical vendors located abroad, the continuity of 

data links and communications, and the enforceability of rules and collateral 

arrangements across borders. These issues are not hypothetical. They are part of the 

scenario set that responsible CCP boards and supervisors need to consider and they 

reinforce the value of well-functioning cooperation frameworks between authorities. 

5. Global standards and regulatory cooperation 

All of this brings me to my final point: in a world of cross-border clearing, global 

standards are indispensable. The CPMI-IOSCO Principles for Financial Market 

Infrastructures, and the ongoing work of standard setters on margining practices, 
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liquidity preparedness and operational resilience, provide the common language that 

makes mutual reliance possible. 

For ESMA, contributing to these standards is not abstract. We actively participate in 

international workstreams that are directly relevant for CCPs and market infrastructure. 

This includes engagement in IOSCO, CPMI-IOSCO and the Financial Stability Board. 

Within CPMI-IOSCO, ESMA contributes to work on monitoring implementation of the 

Principles for Financial Market Infrastructures, and we are closely involved in policy 

workstreams, including on operational resilience, where ESMA co-chairs the dedicated 

operational resilience group. 

Beyond standard setting, ESMA engages directly with regulators and stakeholders 

across a wide set of non-EU jurisdictions to support cooperation, monitor regulatory 

developments, and promote convergence where appropriate. We also engage in 

regulatory dialogues with our partners. For CCPs, these channels help translate 

shared principles into cooperation that works in practice before a stress event, not only 

during one. 

But standards only help if they are implemented consistently, and if supervisors can 

cooperate in practice. That means effective cooperation arrangements, routine 

supervisory dialogue (not only in crisis) and a willingness to be transparent about risks, 

incidents and supervisory expectations. It also means investing in capabilities: data, 

analytical tools, and the people who can engage across disciplines, from quantitative 

risk to cyber resilience. 

Regulatory cooperation also has a strategic dimension. If jurisdictions pursue 

resilience in isolation, the likely outcome is duplication, fragmentation, and less 

effective risk management, because liquidity and risk do not stop at borders. If, instead, 

we implement global standards consistently and maintain trusted supervisory 

relationships, we can combine high resilience with open markets. That is a goal worth 

pursuing together. 

For ESMA, cooperation with authorities in Asia, including Indonesia, has practical 

importance. It helps us understand market developments, it supports effective 

oversight of cross-border services, and it strengthens the broader architecture of trust 

that market infrastructures depend on. Where appropriate, formal cooperation 

arrangements can be a strong foundation, but day-to-day professional relationships 

matter just as much. 
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Let me conclude with three messages. First, CCPs are essential to global markets and 

their resilience is a global public good. Second, regulatory reforms such as EMIR 3 

aim to strengthen resilience while adapting supervision to a more complex and 

interconnected clearing landscape. Third, none of us can achieve these goals alone: 

global standards and regulatory cooperation are the glue that holds the system 

together, particularly when markets are stressed and when geopolitics tests cross-

border assumptions. 

Thank you for your attention. I look forward to our discussion and to continuing our 

cooperation. 

 

 


