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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
___________________________________________ 

In re 

SVB FINANCIAL GROUP,1 

Debtor. 

___________________________________________ 

x 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
x 

 Chapter 11 

Case No. 23-10367 (MG) 

NOTICE OF FILING FIRST DAY HEARING PRESENTATION 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on March 17, 2023, the above-captioned debtor 
and debtor-in-possession (the “Debtor”), filed a voluntary petition for relief under Chapter 11 of 
Title 11 of the United States Code, 11 U.S.C. §§ 101, et seq. (the “Bankruptcy Code”) in the 
United States Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District of New York (the “Court”). 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that the Debtor hereby files the 
presentation (the “Presentation”), attached hereto as Exhibit A, that will be used at the first day 
hearing scheduled for March 21, 2023 at 3:00 p.m. (ET). 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that copies of the Presentation and other 
pleadings filed in the above-captioned chapter 11 case may be obtained free of charge from the 
website maintained by the Debtor’s proposed noticing and claims agent at 
https://restructuring.ra.kroll.com/svbfg/.  

[REMAINDER OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK] 

1 The last four digits of SVB Financial Group’s tax identification number are 2278. 

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document
Pg 1 of 13
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Dated: March 21, 2023                          
New York, New York 
 

/s/ James L. Bromley   
James L. Bromley  
Andrew G. Dietderich  
Christian P. Jensen 
SULLIVAN & CROMWELL LLP 
125 Broad Street 
New York, NY 10004 
Telephone: (212) 558-4000 
Facsimile: (212) 558-3588 
E-mail: bromleyj@sullcrom.com 

 dietdericha@sullcrom.com 
 jensenc@sullcrom.com 

 
 
Proposed Counsel to the Debtor 
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EXHIBIT A 
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Overview

 SVB Financial Group (the “Debtor”) is a financial services company 
focusing on the innovation economy

 Prior to March 10, 2023, the Debtor’s primary business lines comprised 
of:
 Silicon Valley Bank (retail and private banking, wealth management)

 SVB Capital (venture capital and credit investment funds platform)

 SVB Securities (investment banking)

 On March 10, 2023, the FDIC was appointed as the receiver (“FDIC-R”) 
of Silicon Valley Bank

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document 
Pg 5 of 13

Copyright  ©2023 Sullivan & Cromwell LLP

In re SVB Financial Group
First Day Hearing

Tuesday, March 21, 2023

Attorney Advertising • Prior results do not guarantee a similar outcome.

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document 
Pg 4 of 13
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Debtor’s Business Post-Receivership

 Debtor’s illustrative organizational chart after March 10, 2023

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document 
Pg 7 of 13
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Debtor’s Business Pre-Receivership

 Debtor’s illustrative organizational chart prior to March 10, 2023

$15.46 billion in 
assets or 78.56% of 
consolidated assets 
by book value*

* As of December 31, 2022

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document 
Pg 6 of 13
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FDIC Press Release

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document 
Pg 9 of 13
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Timeline

SVB announces $500M capital 
raise from General Atlantic and 

plans for a $1.25bn common 
stock sale and another $500M 

depository shares sale  

March 8 March 9 March 17

SVB Financial Group files 
a chapter 11 petition with 

this Court

FDIC-R transfers all deposits (both insured 
and uninsured) and substantially all assets 

of Silicon Valley Bank to a bridge bank, 
Silicon Valley Bridge Bank, N.A. (“Bridge 
Bank”) and removes senior management

March 10

SVB’s stock falls 60% and a 
growing number of venture 
capital and startups start to 
pull money out of the bank

The California Department of 
Financial Protection and 

Innovation closes Silicon Valley 
Bank and appoints FDIC as the 

receiver (“FDIC-R”)

March 13

FDIC announces that depositors will 
have full access to their money 

beginning in the morning and that all 
depositors will be made whole

SVB announces sale of 
approximately $21bn of 

securities, which will 
result in a loss of 

approximately $1.8bn

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document 
Pg 8 of 13
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FDIC-R – Improper Actions
Continued

 March 16, 2023
 SVB Financial Group (“SVBFG”) initiated $95 million wire transfer

 Not cleared by Bridge Bank

 At instruction of FDIC-R

 March 16, 2023
 Bridge Bank transferred $19 million from “SVB Capital Operating 

Account” to unknown account

 At instruction of FDIC-R and being held by FDIC-R  

 March 16 and March 17, 2023
 Bridge Bank attempted to claw back wire transfer made by SVBFG to 

Alvarez & Marsal

 Unsuccessful attempt

 At instruction of FDIC-R 

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document 
Pg 11 of 13
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Bank Accounts

 Bank Account Balances as of March 16, 2023

1 The last 4 digits of each Bank Account are listed.

No. Bank Description Account 
No.1 

Balance 

1. Bridge Bank Operating Account  *5270 $1,786,169,248  

2. Bridge Bank Regulation W Account *0822  $143,593,718  

3. Bridge Bank SVB Capital Operating 
Account 

*6176  $185,622  

4. Bank of New York 
Mellon 

Treasuries Investment 
Account 

*4250  $92,773,438  

5. Bank of New York 
Mellon 

Regulation W Account *4252  $0  

6. Citizens Bank, N.A. Operating Account *0664  $93,250,000  

7. Keybank, N.A. Operating Account *2299  $0  

 

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document 
Pg 10 of 13
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FDIC-R – Improper Actions

 March 16, March 17 and March 20, 2023

 Bridge Bank attempted to claw back wire transfers made by SVBFG to Sullivan & 
Cromwell LLP

 Unsuccessful attempt

 At instruction of FDIC-R

 March 17, 2023

 SVBFG initiated $250 million wire transfer

 Not cleared by Bridge Bank

 At instruction of FDIC-R

 March 17, 2023

 Bridge Bank attempted to claw back $93 million wire transfer from Citizens Bank

 Unsuccessful attempt

 At instruction of FDIC-R

23-10367-mg    Doc 42    Filed 03/21/23    Entered 03/21/23 09:53:37    Main Document 
Pg 12 of 13
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Chairman Brown, Ranking Member Scott, and other members of the Committee, thank 

you for the opportunity to testify today on the Federal Reserve’s supervisory and regulatory 

oversight of Silicon Valley Bank (SVB).1   

Our banking system is sound and resilient, with strong capital and liquidity.  The Federal 

Reserve, working with the Treasury Department and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 

(FDIC), took decisive actions to protect the U.S. economy and to strengthen public confidence in 

our banking system.  These actions demonstrate that we are committed to ensuring that all 

deposits are safe.  We will continue to closely monitor conditions in the banking system and are 

prepared to use all of our tools for any size institution, as needed, to keep the system safe and 

sound. 

At the same time, the events of the last few weeks raise questions about evolving risks 

and what more can and should be done so that isolated banking problems do not undermine 

confidence in healthy banks and threaten the stability of the banking system as a whole.  At the 

forefront of my mind is the importance of maintaining the strength and diversity of banks of all 

sizes that serve communities across the country.   

SVB failed because the bank’s management did not effectively manage its interest rate 

and liquidity risk, and the bank then suffered a devastating and unexpected run by its uninsured 

depositors in a period of less than 24 hours.  SVB’s failure demands a thorough review of what 

happened, including the Federal Reserve’s oversight of the bank.  I am committed to ensuring 

that the Federal Reserve fully accounts for any supervisory or regulatory failings, and that we 

fully address what went wrong.    

 
1 This testimony uses “Silicon Valley Bank (SVB)” to refer to both the state member bank, Silicon Valley Bank, and 
its bank holding company, SVB Financial Group. 
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Our first step is to establish the facts—to take an unflinching look at the supervision and 

regulation of SVB before its failure.  This review will be thorough and transparent, and reported 

to the public by May 1.  The report will include confidential supervisory information, including 

supervisory assessments and exam material, so that the public can make its own assessment.2  Of 

course, we welcome and expect external reviews as well. 

Why the Bank Failed  

To begin, SVB’s failure is a textbook case of mismanagement.  The bank had a 

concentrated business model, serving the technology and venture capital sector.  It also grew 

exceedingly quickly, tripling in asset size between 2019 and 2022.  During the early phase of the 

pandemic, and with the tech sector booming, SVB saw significant deposit growth.  The bank 

invested the proceeds of these deposits in longer-term securities, to boost yield and increase its 

profits.3  However, the bank did not effectively manage the interest rate risk of those securities or 

develop effective interest rate risk measurement tools, models, and metrics.   

At the same time, the bank failed to manage the risks of its liabilities.  These liabilities 

were largely composed of deposits from venture capital firms and the tech sector, which were 

highly concentrated and could be volatile.  Because these companies generally do not have 

operating revenue, they keep large balances in banks in the form of cash deposits, to make 

payroll and pay operating expenses.  These depositors were connected by a network of venture 

capital firms and other ties, and when stress began, they essentially acted together to generate a 

bank run.   

 
2 Typically, the Board does not disclose confidential supervisory information.  We are sharing confidential 
supervisory information in the case of SVB because the bank went into resolution, and its disorderly failure posed 
systemic risk. 
3 By year-end 2022, the firm’s investment portfolio represented over 55 percent of its total assets.   
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The Bank’s Failure 

The bank waited too long to address its problems, and ironically, the overdue actions it 

finally took to strengthen its balance sheet sparked the uninsured depositor run that led to the 

bank’s failure.  Specifically, on Wednesday, March 8, SVB announced that it realized a 

$1.8 billion loss in a sale of securities to raise liquidity and planned to raise capital during the 

following week.  Uninsured depositors interpreted these actions as a signal that the bank was in 

distress.  They turned their focus to the bank’s balance sheet, and they did not like what they 

saw.   

In response, social media saw a surge in talk about a run, and uninsured depositors acted 

quickly to flee.  Depositors withdrew funds at an extraordinary rate, pulling more than 

$40 billion in deposits from the bank on Thursday, March 9.  On Thursday evening and Friday 

morning, the bank communicated that they expected even greater outflows that day.  The bank 

did not have enough cash or collateral to meet those extraordinary and rapid outflows, and on 

Friday, March 10, SVB failed.  

Panic prevailed among SVB’s remaining depositors, who saw their savings at risk and 

their businesses in danger of missing payroll because of the bank’s failure. 

Contagion and the Government’s Response 

It appeared that contagion from SVB’s failure could be far-reaching and cause damage to 

the broader banking system.  The prospect of uninsured depositors not being able to access their 

funds could prompt depositors to question the overall safety and soundness of U.S. commercial 

banks.  There were signs of distress at other banking organizations, and Signature Bank, an 

FDIC-supervised institution, experienced a deposit run that resulted in the bank’s failure.  On 

Sunday, March 12, the Secretary of the Treasury, upon the unanimous recommendation of the 
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boards of the Federal Reserve and the FDIC, approved systemic risk exceptions for the failures 

of SVB and Signature.  This enabled the FDIC to guarantee all of the deposits of both banks.  

Equity and other liability holders of the two failed banks were not protected and lost their 

investments.  Senior management was immediately removed.    

In addition, the Federal Reserve Board (Board), with the Treasury Department’s 

approval, created a temporary lending facility, the Bank Term Funding Program, to allow banks 

to receive additional liquidity to meet any unexpected depositor demand.  The facility allows 

banks to borrow against safe Treasury and agency securities at par for up to one year.  Together 

with banks’ internal liquidity and stable deposits, other external sources, and discount window 

lending, the new facility provides ample liquidity for the banking system as a whole. 

Our Review of the Bank’s Failure 

Immediately following SVB’s failure, Chair Powell and I agreed that I should oversee a 

review of the circumstances leading up to SVB’s failure.  SVB was a state member bank with a 

bank holding company, and so the Federal Reserve was fully responsible for the federal 

supervision and regulation of the bank.  The California Department of Financial Protection and 

Innovation—the state supervisor—has announced its own review of its oversight and regulation 

of SVB. 

In the Federal Reserve’s review, we are looking at SVB’s growth and management, our 

supervisory engagement with the bank, and the regulatory requirements that applied to the bank.  

As this process is ongoing, I will be limited in my ability to provide firm conclusions, but I will 

focus on what we know and where we are focusing the review. 

The picture that has emerged thus far shows SVB had inadequate risk management and 

internal controls that struggled to keep pace with the growth of the bank.  In 2021, as the bank 
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grew rapidly in size, the bank moved into the large and foreign banking organization, or LFBO, 

portfolio to reflect its larger risk profile and was assigned a new team of supervisors.  LFBO 

firms between $100 billion and $250 billion are subject to some enhanced prudential standards 

but not at the level of larger banks or global systemically important banks (G-SIBs).   

Near the end of 2021, supervisors found deficiencies in the bank’s liquidity risk 

management, resulting in six supervisory findings related to the bank’s liquidity stress testing, 

contingency funding, and liquidity risk management.4  In May 2022, supervisors issued three 

findings related to ineffective board oversight, risk management weaknesses, and the bank’s 

internal audit function.  In the summer of 2022, supervisors lowered the bank’s management 

rating to “fair” and rated the bank’s enterprise-wide governance and controls as “deficient-1.”  

These ratings mean that the bank was not “well managed” and was subject to growth restrictions 

under section 4(m) of the Bank Holding Company Act.5  In October 2022, supervisors met with 

the bank’s senior management to express concern with the bank’s interest rate risk profile and in 

November 2022, supervisors delivered a supervisory finding on interest rate risk management to 

the bank.   

 
4 Supervisory findings include Matters Requiring Attention (MRA) and Matters Requiring Immediate Attention 
(MRIA).  An MRA is “a call for action to address weaknesses that could lead to deterioration in a banking 
organization’s soundness.”  An MRIA is “a call for more immediate action to address acute or protracted 
weaknesses that could lead to further deterioration in a banking organization’s soundness, may result in harm to 
consumers, or have caused, or could lead to, noncompliance with laws and regulations.”  MRAs and MRIAs 
typically are the first step in communicating supervisory findings to a firm.  When a bank has a weakness, 
supervisors decide whether to assign an MRA or MRIA—and the timeline for remediation—depending on the 
severity of the issue.  The number of MRAs and MRIAs per firm is variable and largely reflects the extent of risk-
management weaknesses of a firm.  While most MRAs and MRIAs are resolved without further escalation, to the 
extent not resolved, they can serve as the basis for provisions included in a public enforcement action.  See Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Supervision and Regulation Report (Washington: Board of Governors, 
November 2019), at 21, https://www.federalreserve.gov/publications/files/201911-supervision-and-regulation-
report.pdf. 
5 12 U.S.C. § 1843(m), 12 C.F.R. § 225.83.  The growth restrictions under section 4(m) apply to the expansion of 
nonbank activities through merger and acquisition. 
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In mid-February 2023, staff presented to the Federal Reserve’s Board of Governors on 

the impact of rising interest rates on some banks’ financial condition and staff’s approach to 

address issues at banks.  Staff discussed the issues broadly, and highlighted SVB’s interest rate 

and liquidity risk in particular.  Staff relayed that they were actively engaged with SVB but, as it 

turned out, the full extent of the bank’s vulnerability was not apparent until the unexpected bank 

run on March 9. 

Review Focus on Supervision  

With respect to our review, let me start with the supervision of the bank.  For all banks 

but the G-SIBs, the Federal Reserve organizes its supervisory approach based on asset size.  The 

G-SIBs—our largest, most complex banks—are supervised within the Large Institution 

Supervision Coordinating Committee, or LISCC, portfolio.  Banks with assets of $100 billion or 

more that are not G-SIBs are supervised within the LFBO portfolio.  Banks with assets in the 

$10 to $100 billion range are supervised within the regional banking organization, or RBO, 

portfolio.  Banks with assets of less than $10 billion are supervised within the community 

banking organization, or CBO, portfolio.   

As I mentioned, SVB grew exceedingly quickly, moving from the RBO portfolio to the 

LFBO portfolio in 2021.  Banks in the RBO portfolio are supervised by smaller teams that 

engage with the bank on a quarterly basis and conduct a limited number of targeted exams and a 

full-scope examination each year.6  Banks in the LFBO portfolio are supervised by larger teams 

that engage with the bank on an ongoing basis.  As compared to RBOs, LFBO banks are subject 

to a greater number of targeted exams, as well as horizontal (cross-bank) exams that assess risks 

 
6 A full scope examination is an assessment of safety and soundness of a bank and includes an evaluation of 
financial condition, risk management and control.  A target examination is an assessment of a particular area or risk 
within a firm.  
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such as capital, liquidity, and cyber security throughout the year.7  In addition, banks in the 

LFBO portfolio are subject to a supervision framework with higher supervisory standards, 

including heightened standards for capital, liquidity, and governance.8 

In our review, we are focusing on whether the Federal Reserve’s supervision was 

appropriate for the rapid growth and vulnerabilities of the bank.  While the Federal Reserve’s 

framework focuses on size thresholds, size is not always a good proxy for risk, particularly when 

a bank has a non-traditional business model.  As I mentioned in a speech this month, the Federal 

Reserve had recently decided to establish a dedicated novel activity supervisory group, with a 

team of experts focused on risks of novel activities, which should help improve oversight of 

banks like SVB in the future.9   

But the unique nature of this bank and its focus on the technology sector are not the 

whole story.  After all, SVB’s failure was brought on by mismanagement of interest rate risk and 

liquidity risks, which are well-known risks in banking.  Our review is considering several 

questions: 

• How effective is the supervisory approach in identifying these risks? 

• Once risks are identified, can supervisors distinguish risks that pose a material threat to a 

bank’s safety and soundness? 

• Do supervisors have the tools to mitigate threats to safety and soundness? 

 
7 A horizontal review is an examination in a particular area or risk that is coordinated across several firms. 
Horizontal reviews also provide a clear picture of the relative risk in an individual firm and allow supervisors to 
align supervisory expectations with the firm’s risk profile.  For more information, see Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, Supervision and Regulation Report (Washington: Board of Governors, May 2019), at 18, 
https://www.federalreserve.gov/publications/files/201905-supervision-and-regulation-report.pdf. 
8 SR letter 12-17 / CA 12-14, “Consolidated Supervision Framework for Large Financial Institutions,” 
https://www.federalreserve.gov/supervisionreg/srletters/sr1217.htm. 
9 Michael S. Barr, “Supporting Innovation with Guardrails: The Federal Reserve’s Approach to Supervision and 
Regulation of Banks’ Crypto-related Activities” (speech at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, 
Washington, D.C., March 9, 2023), https://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/speech/barr20230309a.htm.  
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• Do the culture, policies, and practices of the Board and Reserve Banks support 

supervisors in effectively using these tools?  

Beyond asking these questions, we need to ask why the bank was unable to fix and 

address the issues we identified in sufficient time.  It is not the job of supervisors to fix the issues 

identified; it is the job of the bank’s senior management and board of directors to fix its 

problems. 

Review Focus on Regulation 

Let me now turn to regulation.  In 2019, following the passage of The Economic Growth, 

Regulatory Relief, and Consumer Protection Act, the Federal Reserve revised its framework for 

regulation, maintaining the enhanced prudential standards applicable to G-SIBs but tailoring 

requirements for all other large banks.  At the time of its failure, SVB was a “Category IV” bank, 

which meant that it was subject to a less stringent set of enhanced prudential standards than 

would have applied before 2019; they include less frequent stress testing by the Board, no bank-

run capital stress testing requirements, and less rigorous capital planning and liquidity risk 

management standards.  SVB was not required to submit a resolution plan to the Federal 

Reserve, although its bank was required to submit a resolution plan to the FDIC.10  And as a 

result of transition periods and the timing of biennial stress testing, SVB would not have been 

subject to stress testing until 2024, a full three years after it crossed the $100 billion asset 

threshold.11   

 
10 Previously, SVB was in the $50 billion to $100 billion category, which under the statutory tailoring framework 
does not require a resolution plan, stress testing, or liquidity rules. 
11 To be subject to enhanced prudential standards, a bank holding company’s assets must exceed $100 billion on a 
four-quarter rolling average.  The phase-in for stress testing is roughly two years and was unchanged by the 2019 
rule changes.  However, moving to an every-other-year stress test for Category IV firms can result in another year 
lag if the phase-in period concludes in an odd-numbered year. 
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Also in 2019, the banking agencies tailored their capital and liquidity rules for large 

banks, and as a result, SVB was not subject to the liquidity coverage ratio or the net stable 

funding ratio.12  In addition, SVB was not subject to the supplementary leverage ratio, and its 

capital levels did not have to reflect unrealized losses on certain securities.  

All of these changes are in the scope of our review.  Specifically, we are evaluating 

whether application of more stringent standards would have prompted the bank to better manage 

the risks that led to its failure.  We are also assessing whether SVB would have had higher levels 

of capital and liquidity under those standards, and whether such higher levels of capital and 

liquidity would have forestalled the bank’s failure or provided further resilience to the bank.    

Ongoing Work to Understand and Address Emerging Risks 

As I said a few months ago with regards to capital, we must be humble about our 

ability—and that of bank managers—to predict how a future financial crisis might unfold, how 

losses might be incurred, and what the effect of a financial crisis might be on the financial 

system and our broader economy.13   

The failure of SVB illustrates the need to move forward with our work to improve the 

resilience of the banking system.  For example, it is critical that we propose and implement the 

Basel III endgame reforms, which will better reflect trading and operational risks in our measure 

of banks’ capital needs.  In addition, following on our prior advance notice of proposed 

rulemaking, we plan to propose a long-term debt requirement for large banks that are not G-

SIBs, so that they have a cushion of loss-absorbing resources to support their stabilization and 

allow for resolution in a manner that does not pose systemic risk.  We will need to enhance our 

 
12 The banking agencies include the Board, the FDIC, and the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency. 
13 Michael S. Barr, “Why Bank Capital Matters” (speech at the American Enterprise Institute, Washington, D.C., 
December 1, 2022), https://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/speech/barr20221201a.htm.  
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stress testing with multiple scenarios so that it captures a wider range of risk and uncovers 

channels for contagion, like those we saw in the recent series of events.  We must also explore 

changes to our liquidity rules and other reforms to improve the resiliency of the financial system. 

In addition, recent events have shown that we must evolve our understanding of banking 

in light of changing technologies and emerging risks.  To that end, we are analyzing what recent 

events have taught us about banking, customer behavior, social media, concentrated and novel 

business models, rapid growth, deposit runs, interest rate risk, and other factors, and we are 

considering the implications for how we should be regulating and supervising our financial 

institutions.  And for how we think about financial stability. 

Part of the Federal Reserve’s core mission is to promote the safety and soundness of the 

banks we supervise, as well as the stability of the financial system to help ensure that the system 

supports a healthy economy for U.S. households, businesses, and communities.  Deeply 

interrogating SVB’s failure and probing its broader implications is critical to our responsibility 

for upholding that mission. 

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions. 
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Resolution’s lead regulatory policy expert, focusing on U.S. and global regulatory issues impacting 
systemically important banking institutions. She worked closely with Federal Reserve staff on reso-
lution plan rules, related guidance and feedback letters, and also supported interagency operational 
resilience work. Her role included engaging directly with banking institutions and trade associations, 
coordinating with supervisory colleagues on bank engagements, FDIC and interagency rule imple-
mentation, and providing technical assistance to congressional staff. Ms. Barrage received her B.A. 
cum laude in 1997 from Williams College and her J.D. in 2000 from Georgetown University Law 
Center, where she was a member of the Barrister’s Council and served on the Georgetown Immigra-
tion Law Journal.

Franklind D. Lea, CIRA is the president of Tactical Financial Consulting, LLC in Alpharetta, Ga., 
and has more than 30 years of professional experience and education in complex business and finan-
cial matters. He has broad expertise in commercial finance, insolvency, real estate, real estate finance 
and valuation. Mr. Lea has been as an appraiser, commercial lender, credit officer, financial consultant 
and workout officer. He has worked in nearly 40 states on a broad array of assignments spanning 
many industries and business types, most of it on deals valued between $2 million and $20 million. 
Mr. Lea is a nationally recognized expert in the areas of bankruptcy, credit and lending, financial 
restructuring, insolvency, interest rates and workouts, and one of only approximately 1,000 individu-
als in the U.S. designated as a Certified Insolvency and Restructuring Advisor. He is routinely called 
upon to serve as an expert witness and speak at industry conferences on insolvency, interest rates, real 
estate, risk-assessment and valuation issues, and professional journals have published his articles on 
these topics. Mr. Lea sits on ABI’s Board of Directors and is an At-Large member of its Executive 
Committee. He also is a former co-chair of ABI’s Asset Sales Committee and sits on the advisory 
board of ABI’s Judge Alexander L. Paskay Memorial Bankruptcy Seminar. Mr. Lea received his B.S. 
in management and his M.B.A. from Florida State University, and a Master’s degree in real estate and 
urban analysis from the University of Florida.

Michael A. Mancusi is a partner with Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer LLP in Washington, D.C., and 
represents domestic and foreign banks, credit unions, and other financial services clients in a wide 
range of state and federal regulatory, compliance and enforcement matters. He also has experience 
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representing clients in government and corporate internal investigations, including entities subject to 
anti-money-laundering requirements. Mr. Mancusi counsels clients facing complex corporate gov-
ernance and structural issues and represents clients before key state and federal bank regulatory 
agencies, including the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, the Federal Reserve, the FDIC, 
the National Credit Union Administration, the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network, the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau and the Office of Foreign Assets Control. He counsels clients 
on compliance with privacy and data security requirements, including financial privacy under the 
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, the Fair Credit Reporting Act as amended by the Fair and Accurate Credit 
Transactions Act, and the federal E-Sign Act. In addition, he advises clients regarding developing and 
implementing data-breach response programs, including compliance with notification requirements 
at the federal and state levels. Recognized by Chambers USA as “a key player in the enforcement 
arena,” Mr. Mancusi previously served in the Enforcement Division of the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, where he handled its banking law enforcement actions. He currently serves as chair 
of the Executive Council of the Federal Bar Association’s Banking Committee, and served as the vice 
chair of ABA’s Banking Committee. In addition, he teaches a training program through the Institute 
for International Bankers on the U.S. anti-money-laundering and sanctions program issues that are 
most relevant to international banks. Mr. Mancusi is admitted to practice in Maryland, Virginia, and 
the District of Columbia. He received his B.S. in 1994 from the University of Virginia, his M.B.A. in 
1997 from the University of Richmond Reynolds Graduate School of Business and his J.D. in 1997 
from the University of Richmond School of Law.

Robin Russell is a deputy managing partner with Hunton Andrews Kurth LLP in Houston. Prior to 
her appointment to that position in April 2018, she served as managing partner of the Houston office 
of Andrews Kurth LLP for seven years and co-chaired the firm’s national bankruptcy and restructur-
ing practice for more than 15 years. Ms. Russell is a Fellow in the American College of Bankruptcy 
and is recognized by Chambers USA as an Eminent Practitioner in Texas bankruptcy. Throughout 
her career, she has been involved in numerous bank holding company bankruptcies, including In re 
First City Bancorp and In re The One Bancorp, where she represented the unsecured creditors’ com-
mittee; In re Bank of New England Corporation, where she served as counsel to the chapter 7 trustee 
for more than 20 years and was the lead bankruptcy attorney in litigation against both the FDIC and 
the debtor’s audit firm; and In re Bank East Corporation, where she served as counsel to the largest 
noteholders and the post-confirmation  liquidating debtor. Ms. Russell is also a prolific writer and 
speaker on issues related to banking, lending and distressed  institutions. She presented A Servant of 
Two Masters: The Dilemma Faced by a Director Who Jointly Serves Both a Bank and its Affiliated 
Holding Company at an annual meeting of the American Bar Association, and she co-authored two 
publications: A Chapter 7 Case Study and “Understanding the Risks of Directing an Institution in 
Financial Distress,” Chapter 5 of the Handbook for Directors of Financial Institutions. Ms. Russell 
received her J.D. from Baylor Law School, where she served as editor-in-chief of the Baylor Law 
Review, and her LL.M. in banking law studies from Boston University School of Law.

Adrienne K. Walker is a partner with Locke Lord LLP in Boston and focuses her practice on re-
structuring and commercial finance. She has bankruptcy litigation experience in creditors’ rights 
and representing debt-holders in chapter 11 and chapter 9 municipal bankruptcies. Ms. Walker often 
represents strategic trade creditors, official and ad hoc committees, bondholders, debtors, lease par-
ties and trustees. Her commercial lending work involves advising borrowers on private-equity and 
secured financing transactions. Ms. Walker works with clients in many industries, with a particular 
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focus on life sciences, health care, retail, senior living and manufacturing. She also advises both bor-
rowers and lenders on complex debt structurings, including transactions involving traditional banks 
and, more often, private equity. In addition, Ms. Walker is an adjunct professor at Suffolk University 
Law School, where she teaches advanced courses in business bankruptcy. She is also a frequent 
speaker and writer on numerous topics of interest in the bankruptcy and commercial lending fields. 
Following law school, Ms. Walker clerked for the Justices of the Superior Court of Massachusetts. 
She received her undergraduate degree with honors in political science from Simmons University and 
her J.D. magna cum laude from Suffolk University Law School.

Donald A. Workman is a partner in the Business Group and head of BakerHostetler’s Bankruptcy 
& Creditors’ Rights practice in Washington, D.C. He is ranked by Chambers USA and AV-rated 
by Martindale-Hubbell for preeminence in his field and his ethical standards. Mr. Workman’s prac-
tice areas include business bankruptcy, creditors’ rights, debtor reorganizations, general insolvency, 
stockbroker liquidations and commercial litigation. He has experience in representing constituencies 
around the country and overseas involved in major reorganizations and workouts, including creditor 
committees, secured creditors, debtors, trustees, debtor-in-possession lenders and asset-purchasers. 
Mr. Workman also counsels entities and individuals in the specialized area of distressed-debt arbi-
trage matters. He represented the Resolution Trust Corp. in litigation involving failed banks in the 
early 1990s, FIRREA litigation, and bank litigation/failures during the Great Recession. He also was 
involved in the Colonial Bank shutdown and the largest private mortgage originator. Mr. Workman 
has been actively involved in ABI for more than 25 years as an author, committee member, commit-
tee chair and panelist. He currently serves on ABI’s Board of Directors and on the advisory board of 
ABI’s Mid-Atlantic Bankruptcy Workshop. Mr. Workman received his B.A. in 1977 from the Univer-
sity of Florida and his J.D. cum laude in 1991 from Stetson University College of Law.




