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[bookmark: _Toc70881296]Introduction
	The GFC is often identified as the period of extreme stress pertaining to the banking systems and global financial entities between the mid-2007 and early 2009. During this time, the downturn in the housing market in the US is seen to be the main cause for financial crisis which started from the United States, thereby causing a ripple effect throughout the rest of the world via links in financial system at a global scale. One of the most prominent causes of the GFC was also identified in terms of taking excessive risks as a result of ideal macroeconomic conditions in the housing market in the United States and European countries (Lane and Milesi-Ferretti 2017).
 	In addition to this, due to increasing borrowings by the investors and banks, the house prices started to diminish and the investors had to bear huge losses as a result of excessive borrowing. This is evident with favourable macroeconomic situation in the US which led to imprudently build and purchase household properties (Voskoboynikov 2017). The similar nature of expectation for house prices has also resulted in European nations such as Spain, Eastern Europe, Ireland and Iceland had also led to property developers to purchase and build household properties in excessive quantities. A major portion of risky borrowings was also seen to be triggered by the investors who aimed for making short-term profits by relying on sub-prime borrowers. These types of borrowers mainly comprised of risk of increased default and missing out on loan repayments (Bernanke 2018).
 It is important to highlight the major failures at policy and regulation level. In this regard, the relevant laws for MBS products and sub-prime lending were too lenient. In particular, selling and creation of complex MBS products to the investors was seen to be controlled by insufficient regulation with respect to the institutions. Moreover, individual borrowers provided loans of such big amount that they were unable to repay the same. This further resulted in increased incidences of fraud through overpromising investors on the safety of products pertaining to MBS and overstating of borrower’s income. As the crisis was identified among the central banks in the US and the UK, the government was still unaware of the extent to which country was waiting for misfortune of bad loans. This severely compromised the security of all the MBS products and resulted in mortgage losses throughout the financial system (Zhang and Broadstock 2018).
	The purpose of this report is to discuss the relevant contracts, regulations and laws which were enacted after the GFC 2008. In particular, the regulations which were implemented by the UK and the US authorities. In addition to this, their role in bringing an end to the financial crisis has been also mentioned in the study. The subsequent sections have further provided a critical assessment of the reforms which has contributed towards stabilisation of financial system and various other institutions of banking after the 2008 GFC. Lastly, the impact of the relevant contracts, regulations and laws has been implemented on U.S. Bancorp to assess overall impact and ascertain whether it has complied or not complied to such reforms.
[bookmark: _Toc70881297]Main regulations, contracts and laws enacted after the 2008 financial crises in the UK and the US along with key players in the financial system to mitigate the crises
	Since the first evidences of GFC in 2007, both the UK and the US had depended on ambitious regimes pertaining to regulatory reforms which have been acknowledged as the re-regulation of finance. Additionally, both the countries are among the main drivers for international processing of re-regulation and comply with the appropriate international standard in adherence with “Financial Stability Board (FSB)” and “Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (BCBS)”. Despite of the initiatives taken by both the countries to mitigate the crisis, the significant differences between the US and British approaches are evident as a result of differentiating political factors and industry structures. The institutional structure pertaining to the regulation of the UK emphasised on adoption of “Twin Peaks” structure along with the approach of ending the problem of “Too Big to Fail (TBTF)”. Based on such concepts, the regulatory response by the UK in relation to the financial crisis has different beginning point in comparison to the US (Cubillas, Fernández and González 2017). This is particularly evident with the reforms needing to involve de-merger of single regulatory agency, in contrast to agency consolidation for the US. The most prominent postcrisis regulatory reform for the UK is evident with dismantling of “Financial Services Authority (FSA)”. In other words, UK replaced the sole integrated regulator (FSA) for insurance, securities and banking with a “Twin Peaks” structure which involves unique business conduct and prudential regulators (Joshi 2019).
	In December 2012, the FSA was seen to receive its royal assent and finally came into force from April 1, 2013 with the implementation of two successor agencies namely “Financial Conduct Authority (FCA)” and “Prudential Regulation Authority (PRA)”. This is the main reasoning behind naming the two successor agencies as the “Twin Peaks” structure. It is important to note that PRA acts as a specialist regulator on prudential basis for insurance companies, deposit taking institutions and investment firms (Schmulow 2021). The investment firms in particular would be considered designated if it had minimum capital of €730,000 or was found to be dealing in securities. However, in cases when the firms had capital less than the prescribed threshold or did not deal as principal, it was seen to be prudentially controlled by the FCA, irrespective of the fact whether they be being controlled by PRA or not (Schoenmaker and Véron 2018). 
On a concluding note, it can be said that the concept of the “Twin Peaks” structure relied on observation which was eventually ignored by modern financial markets, resulting in obsolete regulatory systems and categories of financial products. The main propositions under the formation of FCA and PRA was mainly based on devising regulatory system structure, thereby incorporating different objectives of regulation, consumer protection and broad financial system stability. This attributed to the objectives of different agencies being eponymous with “Twin Peaks” since it involved different skills and expertise along with substantial amount of time for policy trade-off that were directly dealt in the public realm rather than the confinement of an agency. Additionally, the formation of FSA was considered as least retrospective in comparison to the model of Twin Peaks. This is due to the fact that FSA demonstrated a more radical consolidation of specialist regulators which was having substantial impact on business conduct and prudential matters (Brown and Lee 2019).
[bookmark: _Hlk70794893][bookmark: _Hlk70798414]In the US, Barack Obama and George W. Bush approved the most influential yet controversial legislative measures such as “Consumer Protection Act (CPA)” and “Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform (DFWSR)”. These were identified as some of the main regulation and laws for protecting the consumers and taking control of the activities in the financial sector. The other contracts and law can be identified in form of “Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP)” and “Emergency Economic Stabilization Act (ESSA)”. It is also worth mentioning that the Federal Reserve took the responsibility of additional new measures at its own discretion. The initiative of Federal Reserve to respond to 2008 GFC id evident through ESSA and DFWSR. DFWSR in particular was seen to be effective in creation of several stand-alone provisions. On the other hand, ESSA was conducive in providing over $700B in form of bailout relief. The implementation of DFWSR give rise to the formation of several new committees which eventually led to Federal Reserve in taking responsibilities of increased oversight in the financial market (Sinha 2017).
[bookmark: _Hlk70798399]The DFWSR was seen to be introduced in July 2010 which was able to bring sweeping reforms in the financial sector of the US. It was mainly associated with several already existing standards for governing regulations in the financial trading and securities market. In addition to this, DFWSR was also helpful in formation of important agencies to protect and monitor the financial interests of the US consumers which is mainly evident in form of “Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB)” (McCoy 2018). Some of the other important contracts in the US is responsible for facilitating better trading, reporting and formation of regulatory framework post GFC 2008. These were implemented by making some changes to the initial DFWSR. The DFWSR witnessed changes as per the “Securities Act of 1933” to make amendments based on regulation D, thereby including exemptions on registration of securities. Furthermore, such exemptions were associated with special issuance of securities pertaining to accredited investors (Sar 2017). 
DFWSR made relevant adjustments to the definition of accredited investor, thereby removing the need for inclusion of primary residence from the investor’s net worth. In addition to this, “Securities Exchange Act of 1934” brought into effect “Title IX of Dodd-Frank”, which served the purpose for making relevant amendments as per the aforementioned securities act (Bauwens 2017). In this regard, Title IX in particular required “Office of the Investor Advocate (OIA)” for creation of “Investor Advisory Committee (IAC)” and appointment of an ombudsman. The amendments also required new research to be conducted to resolve any conflict of interest within the mutual fund advertisements and investment firms which has been newly formed by oversight groups. Title IX introduced new sections to the DFWSR, which is evident in form of sec 932, 935, and 939 (Peirce 2017). These were mainly done for making the relevant improvement in regulation of credit rating agencies and including significant assessment of credit ratings for oversight as stated by “Securities Exchange Commission (SEC)”. Some of the other major improvements made as per Title IX comprised of asset-backed securitization process which strongly relied on mortgage-backed securitization. At a later stage, amendments to the DFWSR were brought into effect by Title IX as per 1934 Act which related to the issues of corporate governance, including compensation and accountability (Tanafon 2018).
Eventually, it was seen that DFWSR was having a minimal direct impact on the “Investment Company Act Of 1940” and investment companies. As a result of this, the new oversight committee based on the aforementioned act increased the power provided to the existing regulations under DFWSR. This is mainly evident in form of increased flexibility for “Securities Exchange Commission (SEC)”, which has created several opportunities for more stringent restriction on disclosure policies and consumer protections. Based on the “Advisers Act of 1940”, the registration requirement affected both hedge funds and independent investment advisor’s registration requirements. These amendments regulations require the financial entities to change the registration amount of $100 million in assets to $150 million for private fund. The only exemption was applied for advisers who had pre-existing assets from private investors. Lastly, it is also important to mention the contribution of Sarbanes-Oxley in the DFWSR which introduced new provisions for whistle-blowers, thereby providing them financial rewards for facilitating information as a whistle-blower (Reform and Protection 2019). 
At a later stage, DFWSR also gave rise to “Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB)” in order to oversee all market regimes, services and financial products which were available for the consumers in the US. Based on such authority, the country was able to provide various types of educational materials, thereby highlighting unfair practices by a judicial recognition in the court system of the country. Lastly, the aftermath of GFC 2008 resulted in passing of “Emergency Economic Stabilization Act”, thereby providing treasury with an approximate amount of $700b in order to purchase mortgage-backed securities and troubled assets. In this regard, the “Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP)” was also observed to spend $426.4b for bailing out institutions such as JPM, GM, BAC and AIG (Sinha 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc70881298]Critical review of the extent to which these reforms has contributed towards stabilising the various banking institutions and financial system after the 2008 crises
Bank liquidity creation
	It is evident that GFC exposed the financial incompetence of important financial regulatory frameworks to meet the challenges in the financial system to a large extent. This has been conducive for the banks in following a more progressive growth structure, incorporate global integration and focus on capital markets. According to Sohn and Vyshnevskyi (2017), the contribution of “Twin Peaks” structure among banks is seen with a statistical and economical significant relationship between supervision quality and overall banking regulation, thereby improving the liquidity status. “Twin Peaks” structure has also enabled Basel III to ensure that bank has enough liquidity for withstanding stress period, along with adequate high-quality bank capital (Calvo et al. 2018). On the other hand, measures such as TBTF ensured protection of uninsured depositors by the FDIC only for the larger banks. TBTF further lead to liquidity creation by avoiding such incidences of defaults. This was mostly possible by avoiding systematic risk, thereby making sure that the bank does not run into problems such as short-term credit availability (Rose and Wieladek 2012). 
The reforms under the CPA ensured steady flow of liquidity among the banks by taking legal actions, including suing of credit card companies who were found to be engaging in abusive, deceptive and unfair practices (Kim et al. 2018). On a similar note, the contribution of DFWSR is evident by bringing relevant amendments to the Federal reserve’s authority in responding to emergency liquidity for the non-depository institutions. This is particularly relevant as per “Sec 13(3) of the Federal Reserve Act”. Such initiatives by this act are conducive in providing new authority to the US government to facilitate stable creation of liquidity among the banks and assist them in resolving cases of credit defaults to a great extent. Furthermore, “Sec 716 of DFWSR” restricts the Federal reserve from extending the discount window pertaining to credit disbursement for swap entities (Federalreserve.gov 2017). Despite of the original purpose of TARP to inject more liquidity in the secondary mortgage markets and money markets through purchasing of MBS, at a later stage its purpose was slightly modified to allow the government in buying with the pertaining to banks. This helped the banks to achieve better Liquidity Coverage Ratio (Bowe, Kolokolova and Michalski 2017).
Financial intermediation
	The “Twin Peaks” structure assisted the potential authority for making relevant amendments to the “Financial Advisory and Intermediary Services Act (FAIS Act)” and enable a more responsible and sound operations of financial products, payment systems and market infrastructures. In this manner, PRA provided the oversight for making sure that financial institutions were able to meet the different types of financial obligations of the customers. In addition to this, the structural measures in TBTF model led to the incorporation of intermediation by separating capital market activities from the investment banking activities. Along with this, the structural reforms under TBTF model minimised the risk of cross contamination between commercial and investment banks, increasing the loss absorbent capacity in the banking system, thereby providing more headroom for acting on the risk culture to provide more incentives for transaction-based trading activities (Taylor 2013).
	It is worth noting that the laws under the CPA enabled several insurance providers in the US take into account liabilities on its own for the purpose of safeguarding a greater number of financial assets through engaging in financial transactions pertaining to unfair practices, fraudulent business activity and conduct investigations for deceptive cases (Ftc.gov. 2017). Additionally, the financial intermediation driven by DFWSR relates to allowing a greater number of healthy financial institutions in acquiring financial assets in a regulated environment where the taxpayers and consumers are protected from risk of investment. The TARP also helped in financial intermediation through achieving the targets of purchasing troubled assets and stocks of various companies. It is evident with an investment of $426.4b on the US firms between 2008 to 2010. Along with this, a total amount of $441.7b was being recouped by TARP (Bedoyan 2020).
Stability for banking
	The evidences based on introducing the “Twin Peaks” structure shows that improved level of consumer protection law for greater stability among the banks. This model also offered other advantages to ensure stability through complying to the prevailing of regulatory culture, maintained dedicated set of objectives and offer greater flexibility in situations of concern such as increasing debt and rate of interests (Mishi and Khumalo 2019). TBTF can be seen as one of the most prominent measures to assist the financial institutions and banks to authorise the government to stabilise the overall financial system and distressed assets. This regulation prevented the business relevant sectors to collapse from severe downturns in the economy (Flesher Fominaya 2017). 
	As Baily, Klein and Schardin (2017) noted, the impact of DFWSR on banking stability is evident with its reforms associated with augmented oversight for financial institutions, creation of new resolution procedures for failing institutions and increasing potential and capital requirements. These reforms have made the banking sector much safer today in the US, than it was before the crisis (Mohanty, Akhigbe and Basheikh 2018). In addition to this, several measures for stabilising the banking system are evident with TBTF by including “Emergency Economic Stabilization Act (EESA)” during October 2008, in collaboration with TARP. It is noteworthy that TARP does not allow banks for recouping losses in relation to troubled assets. The stability aspect is achieved by ultimately increasing the value of asset threshold which results in gains for participating banks (Lambert Noth and Schüwer 2017).
Agency theory
	The financial crisis at a global scale during 2007 and 2008 has explained by housing bubbles and debt derivatives, including financial institutions for lending money which they could not repay, is closely based on with faulty business strategy and agency theory. During the housing bubble phases, the big credit agencies provided “collateralized debt obligations (CDO)” to the banks with high investment rating. On the contrary, the principal/public soon discovered investment brokers in providing such risky financial derivatives to the Americans seeking for home mortgages. The domestic automakers were severely impacted by the economic turmoil as a result of the GFC. There are several arguments made on the topic which relates to economic crisis may not be the only reason for such a problem in the automobile industry but is rather due to uncompetitive price, mismanagement and design of the car in being dependent on uncertain prices for fuel. Furthermore, it is often cited by the popular media that a classic instance of failure of the organised labour and managers at an international level is possibly due to the negative impact of agency theory. Similarly, stakeholders look forward to lead a profitable organisation through enriching themselves at the cost of other stakeholders (Smith 2010).
Stakeholders’ theory
	According to Pesci and Fornaciari (2018), GFC restarted the debate of association of stakeholder theories and the value provided to the stakeholders. Stakeholder theory has stated how the financial crisis has demonstrated the excessive confidence among the shareholders on their hiring of managers. For example, based on this theory, one may overestimate the ability of a manager, thereby requiring new firms integrating among themselves. The conceptualisation of shareholder value suggests how the initiation of financial crisis lies in the origin of the crisis itself and the managers who must use the same. Similarly, stakeholder theories are seen to grant more latitude in future acquisitions, thereby allowing for future expansion possibilities even during a financial crisis (Rivera, Muñoz and Moneva 2017). 
[bookmark: _Toc70881299]Extent to which these reforms have had an impact on the business model of U.S. Bancorp along with the level of compliance to these reforms
	U.S. Bancorp is recognised as a public American holding company headquartered in Minneapolis, Minnesota. The main subsidiary of the bank is identified as U.S. Bank National Association, which is acknowledged as the fifth largest banking corporation in the country.  The bank is seen to be having more than 70000 employees along with an asset of $543b as on March 31,2020. “Dodd-Frank Act stress testing (DFAST)” is considered as a forward-looking approach for evaluating the overall impact of financial shock and adverse economic condition on the capital level of an organisation. This is seen to be aligned with different types of variables and assumptions for stress tests and duly approved by the “Federal Reserve System’s Board of Governors”. In 2014, it was made mandatory for the banks in the US to conduct stress test as per DFWSR. This is in relation to the amendments as declared in sec 401 of the regulatory relief, CPA and economic growth, thereby leading the consolidation of assets worth more than $250b (Fhfa.gov. 2021).
U.S. Bancorp along with its subsidiaries adheres to regulations as per DFWSR(DFAST) and CPA for performing stress test. These assessments are used by the bank for evaluating the impact of different capital actions and macroeconomic conditions on the net income, capital adequacy and balance sheet of the bank. This is in turn necessary for mitigating prominent risk associated to liquidity, reputation, interest rate and market. In addition to this, such an act is also aimed towards controlling the credit risk which is further related with not collecting the principal balance or interest of the loan or amount derived from contract on its due date. The stress testing method implemented by U.S. Bancorp helps in quantifying and estimating the stressed economic conditions pertaining to the losses made by the bank. The chief drivers of credit losses are however inferred with commercial and real estate values and decreasing home prices. The operational risk is further prevalent in form of fraud conducted by the persons or employees outside the company through unauthorised access to employee transaction record. Lastly, the interest risk is concerned with the unsystematic risk due to changes in the interest rates. Based on the existence of such risk factors, U.S. Bancorp has complied with the necessary reform under DFWSR for performing a stress test of its assets (Ir.usbank.com 2021a).
	The quantitative disclosure of DFWSR is seen to be based on capital adequacy assessment via a standardised “Capital adequacy process (CAP)”. This process is responsible for quantifying and identifying the various types of meat real risks under both stressed and favourable economic conditions by the Federal reserve. The final submission of the test results is compiled in a comprehensive submission of “Capital Analysis and Review (CCAR)” in conjunction with CPA and DFWSR. Based on this assessment, it can be determined what is the overall influence of macroeconomic conditions on the capital components of the bank. Based on the stress test report published by U.S. Bancorp in 2020, the macroeconomic scenario was identified with unemployment of 10%, GDP of 9.9%, decline in equity prices by 50% and maximum decline in housing price by 28% especially in relation to the commercial real estate prices. In addition to this, the Treasury rates of short-term nature also experienced a decline and remained close to 0 as the yield curve gradually steepened. Based on the summary of stress test results as per DFWSR released by the bank, the bank computed the changes in regulatory and capital positions by conducting ratio analysis. In this regard, the capital ratio comprised of our assets, to deliberate exposure, standardise risk weighted assets and general capital risk. However, it is also important to note that in 2019, the bank launched a transition rule named as “current expected credit losses (CECL) transition rule”. As per this transition rule, the CET1 was calculated as 7.4% versus 6.8% based on a three-year transition period. 
	The bank also estimated a CET1 ratio of 230 points which is considered as the deterioration from 9.1% in 2019 to 6.8% in 2020. This result is evaluated on 9/4 stress period starting from March 2012 till December 2019. The minimum threshold of CET1 under the DFWSR is depicted as 4.5%. In this regard, it can be clearly seen how U.S. Bancorp has been successful in maintaining the minimum regulatory requirement pertaining to the CET1 ratio. Along with this, the bank has stated that the rational for such a decrease in the CET1 is a result of increasing losses pertaining to credit and loan reserve. This has resulted in a significant impact on the adoption of CECL standard for accounting since day one. In order to get used to these changes, the bank had to partially offset the credit and loan reserve via “pre-provision net revenue (“PPNR”)”. The various types of other negative drivers for the CET1 are directly associated with capital actions as prescribed under DFAST by the Federal reserve. In addition to this, the CET1 is further seem to be reduced by increasing capital reductions which are disallowed pertaining to “deferred tax assets (DTAs)” and other factors such as credit carry forwards and net operating loss. It is also worth noting that the Tier 1 CET ratio experienced a decrease due to partial offset of increasing value of real estate or in other words “real estate investment trust (REIT)” (Ir.usbank.com 2021b). 
It is also worth mentioning that the capital ratio computations based on DFWSR has followed the stress testing rule under “12 CFR 252.56(b)”. Furthermore, the minimum time pertaining to the capital ratio is seen to be ranging between 1Q20 to 1Q22. Some of the other supervisory guideline involving stress test as per DFWSR can be depicted in form of disclosures made by the company in quantifying various meat real risks under distressed scenario where the principle guideline is decided by the publication of Federal Reserve. It is also worth mentioning how the bank administers the stress laden macroeconomic scenarios via “Economic Scenario Committee (ESC)”. This committee comprises of relevant team of subject matter experts and executive officers. In this manner, the overall members in the ESC can be clearly identified with executive vice president, chief risk officer, the treasurer, CEO, CFO and executive VP of corporate affairs. Based on the ESC in purview of DFWSR, U.S. Bancorp has been successful in defining the macroeconomic indicators which are appropriate as for business activities of the company. The property prices, housing prices, GDP and unemployment are some of the other relevant factors in relation to the macroeconomic projections pertaining to stress test assessment as per the DFWSR rulings. The company takes into account these factors as driver of economic activity, thereby including unemployment, GDP and equity values. The value pertaining to CRE price index, consumer bankruptcy climate and House price index also play a key role in estimating the overall financial stress as per DFWSR (Ir.usbank.com 2021c).
The existence of DFWSR has contributed to several forward-looking statements for U.S. Bancorp. The media has reported that the current and historical facts based on the implementation of DFWSR has been conducive for ensuring sufficient capital requirement, thereby providing the leverage for repurchasing shares in the future. In the recent times, such reforms have been immensely helpful in tackling the adverse impact on third-party service providers, employees, counterparties and customers as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. The reforms implemented by the bank has recognised the possibility of continued deterioration in economic condition and general business, which may influence the revenue of U.S. Bancorp. In order to reduce such negative repercussions, DFWSR acts as a prominent tool to safeguard the performance of the bank through controlling increased stock price volatility, availability of funding in global financial markets and tightening of credit. Additionally, regulatory policies, changes to statutes and other practices which can pose unpredictable dangers has been also substantially evaluated by U.S. Bancorp. Similarly, US Bancorp aspires to continue implementing DFWSR by estimating how the predicted risk factors vary from the actual results (Ir.usbank.com 2021d). Lastly, the bank also declares how it would continue to predict the economic conditions on its site submission basis and follow the supervisory guidance in relation to CPA and DFWSR, it is also named as DFAST (Usbank.com 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc70881300]Conclusion 
	The discourse of the study on the main regulations, contracts and laws enacted after the 2008 financial crises in the UK and the US along with key players in the financial system to mitigate the crises has found unique resolutions being implemented by such countries.  In this regard, in the UK, FSB along with BCBS initiated re-regulation and requirement for companies to comply with their regulations. New reforms such as “Twin Peaks” structure along with the approach of ending the problem of TBTF was mainly adopted to respond to the financial crisis by the UK, whereas CPA and DFWSR was implemented by the US. Along with this, TARP and ESSA also played a crucial role in bringing an end to the negative repercussions of GFC 2008. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The discussions on critical review of the extent to which these reforms have contributed towards stabilising the various banking institutions and financial system after the 2008 crises has been taken into account as per bank liquidity creation, financial intermediation, stability for banking, agency theory and stakeholders’ theory. The liquidity creation among the bank is evident with the contribution of “Twin Peaks” structure in ensuring that the banks adhere to the Basel III to maintain enough liquidity for withstanding stress period, along with adequate high-quality bank capital. Similarly, in the US CPA ensured steady flow of liquidity among the banks by taking legal actions including suing of credit card companies who were found to be engaging in abusive, deceptive and unfair practices. The financial intermediation shows how “Twin Peaks” structure reduced the risk of cross contamination between commercial and investment banks. In the US, stabilising the banking system is evident with TBTF by including the appropriate reforms under the EESA. The enumerations on the agency theory suggests how at the time of housing bubble phases, the big credit agencies provided CDO to the banks having high rating of investment. On the other hand, the principal/public soon discovered investment brokers in providing such risky financial derivatives to the Americans seeking for home mortgages.
The last excerpts of the study have illustrated how U.S. Bancorp adopted DFAST as a forward-looking approach for evaluating the overall impact of financial shock and adverse economic condition on the capital level of an organisation. The DFAST approach was used by the bank for depicting the impact of different capital actions and macroeconomic conditions on the net income, capital adequacy and balance sheet of the bank. This is in turn necessary for mitigating prominent risk associated to liquidity, reputation, interest rate and market. 
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