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INTRODUCTION

This document constitutes a registration document (“Registration Document”) for the purposes of Article 5 of
Directive 2003/71/EC, as amended, to the extent that such amendments have been implemented in the
relevant member state (“Member State”) of the European Economic Area (the “EEA”), (the “Prospectus
Directive”) and has been prepared for the purpose of giving information with respect to ING Groep N.V. (the
“Issuer”) which, according to the particular nature of the Issuer and the securities which it may offer to the
public within a Member State of the EEA or apply to have admitted to trading on a regulated market situated
or operating within such a Member State, is necessary to enable investors to make an informed assessment of
the assets and liabilities, financial position, profit and losses and prospects of the Issuer.

The Issuer accepts responsibility for the information contained in this Registration Document. To the best of
the knowledge of the Issuer (which has taken all reasonable care to ensure that such is the case) the
information contained in this Registration Document is in accordance with the facts and does not omit
anything likely to affect the import of such information.

This Registration Document was approved by the Netherlands Authority for the Financial Markets (the
“AFM”) for the purposes of the Prospectus Directive on 30 March 2018.

No person has been authorised to give any information or to make any representation not contained in or not
consistent with this Registration Document and, if given or made, such information or representation must not
be relied upon as having been authorised by the Issuer.

This Registration Document should not be considered as a recommendation by the Issuer that any recipient of
this Registration Document should purchase any securities of the Issuer. Each investor contemplating
purchasing any securities of the Issuer should make its own independent investigation of the financial
condition and affairs, and its own appraisal of the creditworthiness, of the Issuer. This Registration Document
does not constitute an offer or invitation by or on behalf of the Issuer to any person to subscribe for or to
purchase any securities of the Issuer.

The delivery of this Registration Document shall not in any circumstances imply that the information
contained herein concerning the Issuer is correct at any time subsequent to the date hereof. Investors should
carefully review and evaluate, infer alia, the most recent financial disclosure of the Issuer from time to time
incorporated by reference herein when deciding whether or not to purchase any securities of the Issuer.

The distribution of this Registration Document and the offer or sale of any securities of the Issuer may be
restricted by law in certain jurisdictions. Persons into whose possession this Registration Document or any
securities of the Issuer come must inform themselves about, and observe, any such restrictions.

Any securities to be issued by the Issuer in connection with this Registration Document have not been and
will not be registered under the United States Securities Act of 1933, as amended (the “Securities Act”) or
with any securities regulatory authority of any state or other jurisdiction of the United States (“U.S.”).
Accordingly, any such securities may not be offered, sold, pledged or otherwise transferred within the U.S. or
to or for the account or benefit of U.S. persons except in accordance with Regulation S under the Securities
Act or pursuant to an exemption from the registration requirements of the Securities Act and any applicable
state securities laws.

Any securities to be issued by the Issuer in connection with this Registration Document have not been
approved or disapproved by the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”), any state securities
commission in the U.S. or any other U.S. regulatory authority, nor have any of the foregoing authorities
passed upon or endorsed the merits of the offering of any such securities or the accuracy or the adequacy of
this Registration Document. Any representation to the contrary is a criminal offence in the U.S.



This Registration Document includes or incorporates by reference “forward-looking statements” within the
meaning of Section 27A of the Securities Act and Section 21E of the United States Securities Exchange Act of
1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”). All statements other than statements of historical fact included or
incorporated by reference in this Registration Document, including, without limitation, those regarding the
Issuer’s financial position, business strategy, plans and objectives of management for future operations, are
forward-looking statements. Such forward-looking statements involve known and unknown risks,
uncertainties and other factors which may cause the actual results, performance or achievements of the Issuer,
or industry results, to be materially different from any future results, performance or achievements expressed
or implied by such forward-looking statements. Such forward-looking statements are based on numerous
assumptions regarding the Issuer’s present and future business strategies and the environment in which the
Issuer will operate in the future. These forward-looking statements speak only as of the date of this
Registration Document or as of such earlier date at which such statements are expressed to be given. The
Issuer expressly disclaims any obligation or undertaking to release publicly any updates or revisions to any
forward-looking statement contained herein to reflect any change in the Issuer’s expectations with regard
thereto or any change in events, conditions or circumstances on which any such statement is based.



DOCUMENTS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

The following documents, which have previously been published or are published simultaneously with this
Registration Document and have been approved by the AFM or filed with it, shall be deemed to be
incorporated in, and to form part of, this Registration Document; this Registration Document should be read
and construed in conjunction with such documents:

(a)  the Articles of Association (statuten) of the Issuer;

(b)  the publicly available annual report of the Issuer in respect of the year ended 31 December 2017,
including, among other things, the audited consolidated financial statements and auditors’ report in
respect of such year, but excluding the section entitled ‘Non-financial appendix’ appearing on pages
337 through 353 (inclusive); and

(c)  the publicly available audited consolidated financial statements of the Issuer in respect of the years
ended 31 December 2016 and 2015 (in each case, together with the auditors’ reports thereon and
explanatory notes thereto).

Any statement contained in a document which is deemed to be incorporated by reference into this
Registration Document shall be deemed to be modified or superseded for the purpose of this Registration
Document to the extent that a statement contained herein modifies or supersedes such earlier statement
(whether expressly, by implication or otherwise).

Any information or other documents themselves incorporated by reference, either expressly or implicitly, in
the documents incorporated by reference in this Registration Document shall not form part of this
Registration Document, except where such information or other documents are specifically incorporated by
reference into this Registration Document.

The Issuer will provide, without charge, to each person to whom a copy of this Registration Document has
been delivered in accordance with applicable law, upon the oral or written request of such person, a copy of
any or all of the documents which are incorporated herein by reference. Requests for such documents should
be directed to the Issuer, c/o ING Bank N.V. at Foppingadreef 7, 1102 BD Amsterdam, the Netherlands. In
addition, this Registration Document and any document which is incorporated herein by reference will be
made available on the website of ING (https://www.ing.com/Investor-relations/Fixed-income-
information/Debt-securities-ING-Groep-N.V./Senior-bonds.htm  (for  this = Registration = Document),
https://www.ing.com/Investor-relations/Annual-Reports.htm (for the annual reports) and
https://www.ing.com/over-ons/corporate-governance/juridische-structuur-en-toezichthouders/statuten.htm (for
the Articles of Association)).



RISK FACTORS

Set out below are certain risk factors which could affect the future financial performance of the Issuer and its
subsidiaries (“ING” or the “Group”) and thereby potentially affect the Issuer’s ability to fulfil its obligations
in respect of securities issued or guaranteed by it. The factors discussed below should not be regarded as a
complete and comprehensive statement of all potential risks and uncertainties ING’s businesses face. The
Issuer has described only those risks relating to its operations of which it is aware and that it considers to be
material. There may be additional risks that the Issuer currently considers not to be material or of which it is
not currently aware and any of these risks could have the effects set forth above. Investors should note that
they bear the Issuer’s solvency risk. The term Issuer, for the purpose of this section (but not others), also
refers, where the context so permits, to any group company of the Issuer.

Risks Related to Financial Conditions, Market Environment and General Economic Trends

Because the Issuer is a financial services company conducting business on a global basis, its revenues
and earnings are affected by the volatility and strength of the economic, business, liquidity, funding
and capital markets environments specific to the geographic regions in which it conducts business.
The on-going turbulence and volatility of such factors have adversely affected, and may continue to
adversely affect, the profitability, solvency and liquidity of the Issuer’s business.

Factors such as interest rates, securities prices, credit spreads, liquidity spreads, exchange rates, consumer
spending, changes in client behaviour, business investment, real estate values and private equity valuations,
government spending, inflation or deflation, the volatility and strength of the capital markets, political events
and trends, and terrorism all impact the business and economic environment and, ultimately, the Issuer’s
solvency, liquidity and the amount and profitability of business the Issuer conducts in a specific geographic
region. The Issuer is particularly exposed to financial, economic, market and political conditions in Germany
and the Benelux countries, from which the Issuer derives a significant portion of its revenues. In an economic
downturn characterised by higher unemployment, lower family income, lower corporate earnings, higher
corporate and private debt defaults, lower business investments and lower consumer spending, the demand for
banking products is usually adversely affected and the Issuer’s reserves and provisions typically would
increase, resulting in overall lower earnings. Securities prices, real estate values and private equity valuations
may also be adversely impacted, and any such losses would be realised through profit and loss and
shareholders’ equity. The Issuer also offers a number of financial products that expose it to risks associated
with fluctuations in interest rates, securities prices, corporate and private default rates, the value of real estate
assets, exchange rates and credit spreads. See also “Interest rate volatility and other interest rate changes may
adversely affect the Issuer’s profitability”, “Continued risk of resurgence of turbulence and on-going volatility
in the financial markets and the economy generally have adversely affected, and may continue to adversely
affect, the Issuer’s business, financial condition and results of operations”, and “Market conditions observed
over the past few years may increase the risk of loans being impaired. The Issuer is exposed to declining
property values on the collateral supporting residential and commercial real estate lending” below.

In case one or more of the factors mentioned above adversely affects the profitability of the Issuer’s business
this might also result, among other things, in the following:

° reserve and provisions inadequacies, which could ultimately be realised through profit and loss and
shareholders’ equity;

° the write-down of tax assets impacting net results and/or equity;

° impairment expenses related to goodwill and other intangible assets, impacting net results;



° movements in risk-weighted assets for the determination of required capital;
° changes in credit valuation adjustments and debt valuation adjustments; and/or
° additional costs related to maintenance of higher liquidity buffers and/or collateral placements.

Shareholders’ equity and the Issuer’s net result may be significantly impacted by turmoil and volatility in the
worldwide financial markets. Negative developments in financial markets and/or economies and changes in
the regulatory environment in which the Issuer operates have, in the past had, and may in the future have a
material adverse impact on shareholders’ equity and net result, including as a result of the potential
consequences listed above. See “Continued risk of resurgence of turbulence and on-going volatility in the
financial markets and the economy generally have adversely affected, and may continue to adversely affect,
the Issuer and its business, financial condition and results of operations” and “The Issuer operates in highly
regulated industries. Changes in laws and/or regulations governing financial services or financial institutions,
the application of such laws and/or regulations on the consequences of any non-compliance with such laws
and/or regulations may reduce its profitability” below.

Continued risk of resurgence of turbulence and ongoing volatility in the financial markets and the
economy generally have adversely affected, and may continue to adversely affect, the Issuer and its
business, financial condition and results of operations.

General

The Issuer’s business and results of operations are materially affected by conditions in the global capital
markets and the economy generally. In 2008 and through early 2009, the financial services industry and the
securities markets generally were materially and adversely affected by significant declines in the values of
nearly all asset classes and by a serious lack of liquidity. Concerns over the slow economic recovery, the
European sovereign debt crisis, the outcome of the negotiations between the UK and the EU following the
UK referendum on EU membership (Brexit), the potential exit of other countries from the Eurozone,
increasing political instability in Europe, unemployment, the availability and cost of credit, credit spreads,
quantitative easing within the Eurozone through bond repurchases, the ECB’s targeted longer-term
refinancing operation (“TLTRO”), potential changes in U.S. laws, regulations and policies governing
financial regulation, foreign trade and foreign investment following the inauguration of a new U.S.
administration in January 2017, the level of U.S. national debt and the U.S. housing market,
inflation/deflation levels, energy costs and geopolitical tensions around North Korea, all have contributed to
increased volatility and diminished expectations for the economy and the markets in recent years.

These conditions have generally resulted in greater volatility, widening of credit spreads and overall shortage
of liquidity and tightening of financial markets throughout the world. These concerns have since expanded to
include a broad range of fixed income securities, including those rated investment grade and especially the
sovereign debt of some EEA countries and the U.S., the international credit and interbank money markets
generally, and a wide range of financial institutions and markets, asset classes, such as public and private
equity, and real estate sectors. As a result of these and other factors, sovereign governments across the globe,
including in regions where the Issuer operates, have also experienced budgetary and other financial
difficulties, which have resulted in changes in economic policy including the implementation of austerity
measures, downgrades in credit rating by credit agencies, planned or implemented bail-out measures and, on
occasion, civil unrest (for further details regarding sovereign debt concerns, see “U.S. Sovereign Credit
Rating” and “European sovereign debt crisis and the United Kingdom’s withdrawal from the European
Union” below). As a result, the market for fixed income instruments has experienced decreased liquidity,
increased price volatility, credit downgrade events, and increased probability of default. In addition, the
confluence of these and other factors has resulted in volatile foreign exchange markets. Securities that are less



liquid are more difficult to value and may be hard to dispose of. International equity markets have also
continued to experience heightened volatility and turmoil, with issuers, including the Issuer, that have
exposure to the real estate, mortgage, private equity and credit markets particularly affected. These events and
market upheavals, including high levels of volatility, have had and may continue to have an adverse effect on
the Issuer’s revenues and results of operations, in part because the Issuer has a large investment portfolio and
extensive real estate activities around the world.

In addition, the confidence of customers in financial institutions is being tested. Consumer confidence in
financial institutions may, for example, decrease due to the Issuer’s or its competitors’ failure to communicate
to customers the terms of, and the benefits to customers of, complex or high-fee financial products. Reduced
confidence could have an adverse effect on the Issuer’s revenues and results of operations, including
withdrawal of deposits. Because a significant percentage of the Issuer’s customer deposit base is originated
via Internet banking, a loss of customer confidence may result in a rapid withdrawal of deposits over the
Internet.

The aforementioned impacts have arisen primarily as a result of valuation and impairment issues arising in
connection with the Issuer’s investments in real estate (both in and outside the U.S.) and private equity,
exposures to European sovereign debt and to U.S. mortgage-related structured investment products, including
sub-prime and “Alt-A” residential and commercial mortgage-backed securities, collateralised debt obligations
and collateralised loan obligations, private equity and other investments. In many cases, the markets for
investments and instruments have been and remain highly illiquid, and issues relating to counterparty credit
ratings and other factors have exacerbated pricing and valuation uncertainties. Valuation of such investments
and instruments is a complex process involving the consideration of market transactions, pricing models,
management judgement and other factors, and is also impacted by external factors, such as underlying
mortgage default rates, interest rates, rating agency actions and property valuations. Although the Issuer
continues to monitor its exposures, there can be no assurance that it will not experience further negative
impacts to its shareholders’ equity, solvency position, liquidity, financial condition or profit and loss accounts
in future periods.

European sovereign debt crisis and the United Kingdom s withdrawal from the European Union

Market concerns over the direct and indirect exposure of European banks and insurers to the sovereign debt of
several EU Member States since 2010 have resulted in a widening of credit spreads and increased costs of
funding for some European financial institutions. The sovereign debt crisis has also highlighted issues relating
to the strength of the banking sector in Europe and the Euro. In addition, risks and ongoing concerns about the
crisis in the Italian banking sector and its potential spill-over effect into other Member States, deterioration of
the political situation in Turkey, as well as the possible default by one or more Member States could have a
detrimental impact on the global economic recovery, sovereign and non-sovereign debt in these countries and
the financial condition of European and other financial institutions, including the Issuer. Additionally, the
possibility of capital market volatility spreading through a highly integrated and interdependent banking
system remains elevated. In the event of any default or similar event with respect to a sovereign issuer, some
financial institutions may suffer significant losses, following which they would require additional capital, and
such capital may not be available. The Issuer is exposed to the risk of downgrades of European sovereign
ratings or corporate ratings, because they may affect its financial costs and, as a result its profitability. Market
disruptions in Europe related to sovereign debt and the banking sector continue to be a threat to global capital
markets and remain a challenge to global financial stability. In the event of any default or similar event with
respect to a sovereign issuer, some financial institutions may suffer significant losses, following which they
would require additional capital, that may not be available. Market and economic disruptions stemming from
the crisis in Europe also have affected, and may continue to affect, consumer confidence levels and spending,
bankruptcy rates, levels of incurrence of, and default on, consumer debt and home prices, among other



factors. There can be no assurance that market disruptions in Europe, including the increased cost of funding
for certain government and financial institutions, will not spread, nor can there be any assurance that future
assistance packages will be available or, even if provided, will be sufficient to stabilise the affected countries
and markets in Europe or elsewhere. To the extent uncertainty regarding the economic recovery continues to
negatively impact consumer confidence and consumer credit factors, the Issuer’s business and results of
operations could be significantly and adversely impacted. Additionally extreme prolonged market events,
such as the recent global credit crisis, could cause the Issuer to incur significant losses and may lead to USD
funding shortages for EU banks.

In addition, although the UK is not a member state of the Eurozone, the decision of the UK to leave the EU
remains a major political and economic event and may further destabilise the Eurozone. The outcome of the
negotiations between the UK and the EU remains highly uncertain as does its economic and operational
impact on the Group and its counterparties. Concerns regarding other Member States’ potential exit from the
EU or the Eurozone also have emerged following the ‘Brexit’ referendum. The possible exit from the EU
and/or the Eurozone of one or more European states and/or the replacement of the Euro by one or more
successor currencies could create significant uncertainties regarding the enforceability and valuation of Euro
denominated contracts to which the Issuer (or its counterparties) is a party and thereby materially and
adversely affect the Issuer and/or its counterparties’ liquidity, financial condition and operations. Such
uncertainties may include the risk that (i) an obligation that was expected to be paid in Euros is
redenominated into a new currency (which may not be easily converted into other currencies without
incurring significant cost), (ii) currencies in some Member States may depreciate relative to others, (iii)
former EU and/or Eurozone Member States may impose capital controls that would make it complicated or
illegal to move capital out of such countries, and/or (iv) some courts (in particular, courts in countries that
have left the EU and/or the Eurozone) may not recognise and/or enforce claims denominated in Euros (and/or
in any replacement currency). These factors, combined with volatile oil prices, reduced business and
consumer confidence and/or continued high unemployment, have negatively affected the economy of main
geographic regions where the Issuer conducts its business. The Issuer’s results of operations, liquidity
position, capital position and investment portfolio are exposed to these risks and may be adversely affected as
a result.

U.S. Sovereign Credit Rating

In 2011, Standard & Poor’s Ratings Services (“S&P”) lowered its long-term sovereign credit rating on the
U.S. from AAA to AA+. Although other ratings agencies have not similarly lowered the long-term sovereign
credit rating of the U.S., they have put that credit rating on watch. Amid the lingering uncertainty over the
long-term outlook for the fiscal position and the future economic performance of the U.S. within the global
economy, and potential future budgetary restrictions in the U.S., there continues to be a perceived risk of a
future sovereign credit ratings downgrade of the U.S. government, including the rating of U.S. Treasury
securities. On 15 October 2013, Fitch Ratings placed the U.S.’s AAA credit rating under ‘rating watch
negative’ in response to the financial crisis, a step that would precede an actual downgrade, which was
however upgraded again to ‘stable’ in March 2014. It is foreseeable that the ratings and perceived
creditworthiness of instruments issued, insured or guaranteed by institutions, agencies or instrumentalities
directly linked to the U.S. government could also be correspondingly affected by any such downgrade.
Instruments of this nature are key assets on the balance sheets of financial institutions and are widely used as
collateral by financial institutions to meet their day-to-day cash flows in the short-term debt market. The
impact of any further downgrades to the sovereign credit rating of the U.S. government or a default by the
U.S. government to satisfy its debt obligations likely would create broader financial turmoil and uncertainty,
which would weigh heavily on the global financial system and could consequently result in a significant
adverse impact to ING.



Adverse capital and credit market conditions as well as changes in regulations may impact the
Issuer’s ability to access liquidity and capital, as well as the cost of liquidity, credit and capital.
Adverse capital market conditions have in the past affected, and may in the future affect the cost of borrowed
funds and the Issuer’s ability to borrow on a secured and unsecured basis, thereby impacting the Issuer’s
ability to support and/or grow its businesses. Furthermore, although interest rates are at or near historically
low levels, since the recent financial crisis, the Issuer has experienced increased funding costs due in part to
the withdrawal of perceived government support of such institutions in the event of future financial crises. In
addition, liquidity in the financial markets has also been negatively impacted as market participants and
market practices and structures adjust to new regulations.

The Issuer needs liquidity to pay its operating expenses, interest on its debt and dividends on its capital stock,
maintain its securities lending activities, and replace certain maturing liabilities. Without sufficient liquidity,
the Issuer will be forced to curtail its operations and its business will suffer. The principal sources of the
Issuer’s funding include a variety of short- and long-term instruments, including deposit fund, repurchase
agreements, commercial paper, medium- and long-term debt, subordinated debt securities, capital securities
and shareholders’ equity.

In the event that the Issuer’s current resources do not satisfy its needs, the Issuer may need to seek additional
financing. The availability of additional financing will depend on a variety of factors such as market
conditions, the general availability of credit, the volume of trading activities, the overall availability of credit
to the financial services industry, the Issuer’s credit ratings and credit capacity, as well as the possibility that
customers or lenders could develop a negative perception of its long- or short-term financial prospects.
Similarly, the Issuer’s access to funds may be limited if regulatory authorities or rating agencies take negative
actions against it. If the Issuer’s internal sources of liquidity prove to be insufficient, there is a risk that it may
not be able to successfully obtain additional financing on favourable terms, or at all. Any actions the Issuer
might take to access financing may, in turn, cause rating agencies to re-evaluate its ratings.

Disruptions, uncertainty or volatility in the capital and credit markets, may also limit the Issuer’s access to
capital. Such market conditions may in the future limit the Issuer’s ability to raise additional capital to support
business growth, or to counter-balance the consequences of losses or increased regulatory capital and rating
agency capital requirements. This could force the Issuer to (i) delay raising capital, (ii) reduce, cancel or
postpone payment of dividends on its shares, (iii) reduce, cancel or postpone interest payments on other
securities, (iv) issue capital of different types or under different terms than the Issuer would otherwise, or (v)
incur a higher cost of capital than in a more stable market environment. This would have the potential to
decrease both the Issuer’s profitability and its financial flexibility. The Issuer’s results of operations, financial
condition, cash flows, regulatory capital and rating agency capital position could be materially adversely
affected by disruptions in the financial markets.

The Issuer is subject to the jurisdiction of a variety of banking regulatory bodies, some of which have
proposed regulatory changes in recent years that, if implemented, would hinder its ability to manage its
liquidity in a centralised manner. As a holding company, the Issuer is dependent for liquidity on payments
from its subsidiaries, which are subject to restrictions, as described in “As a holding company, the Issuer is
dependent for liquidity on payments from its subsidiaries many of which are subject to regulatory and other
restrictions.”. Furthermore, regulatory liquidity requirements in certain jurisdictions in which the Issuer
operates are generally becoming more stringent, including those forming part of the “Basel III” requirements
discussed further below under “The Issuer operates in highly regulated industries. Changes in laws and/or
regulations governing financial services or financial institutions or the application of such laws and/or
regulations governing its business may reduce its profitability”, undermining the Issuer’s efforts to maintain
this centralised management of its liquidity. These developments may cause trapped pools of liquidity and
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capital, resulting in inefficiencies in the cost of managing the Issuer’s liquidity and solvency, and hinder its
efforts to integrate its balance sheet.

Interest rate volatility and other interest rate changes may adversely affect the Issuer’s profitability.
Changes in prevailing interest rates may negatively affect the Issuer’s business, including the level of net
interest revenue the Issuer earns, and the levels of deposits and the demand for loans. A sustained increase in
the inflation rate in the Issuer’s principal markets may also negatively affect its business, financial condition
and results of operations. For example, a sustained increase in the inflation rate may result in an increase in
nominal market interest rates. A failure to accurately anticipate higher inflation and factor it into the Issuer’s
product pricing assumptions may result in mispricing of its products, which could materially and adversely
impact its results of operations. On the other hand, recent concerns regarding negative interest rates and the
low level of interest rates generally may negatively impact the Issuer’s net interest income, which may have
an adverse impact on its profitability.

Declining interest rates or a prolonged period of low interest rates, as is currently the case, may result in:
o lower earnings over time on investments, as reinvestments will earn lower rates;

o increased prepayment or redemption of mortgages and fixed maturity securities in the Issuer’s
investment portfolios, as well as increased prepayments of corporate loans. This as borrowers seek to
borrow at lower interest rates potentially combined with lower credit spreads. Consequently, the Issuer
may be required to reinvest the proceeds into assets at lower interest rates;

° lower profitability as the result of a decrease in the spread between client rates earned on assets and
client rates paid on savings, current account and other liabilities;

° higher costs for certain derivative instruments that may be used to hedge certain of the Issuer’s product
risks;
° lower profitability, since the Issuer may not be able to fully track the decline in interest rates in its

savings rates;

° lower profitability since the Issuer may not always be entitled to impose surcharges to customers to
compensate for the decline in interest rates;

° lower profitability since the Issuer may have to pay a higher premium for the defined contribution
scheme in the Netherlands for which the premium paid is dependent on interest rate developments and
DNB’s methodology for determining the ultimate forward rate;

° lower interest rates may cause asset margins to decrease thereby lowering the Issuer’s results of
operations. This may for example be the consequence of increased competition for investments as
result of the low rates, thereby driving margins down; and/or

. (depending on the position) a significant collateral posting requirement associated with the Issuer’s
interest rate hedge programs, which could materially and adversely affect liquidity and its profitability.

All these effects may be amplified in a negative rate environment. In such environment there may also be the
risk that a rate is to be paid on assets, while there is no comparable rate paid on the liabilities. This will reduce
the Issuer’s results of operations.

Rapidly increasing interest rates may result in:

. a decrease in the demand for loans;
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° higher interest rates to be paid on debt securities that the Issuer has issued or may issue on the financial
markets from time to time to finance its operations and on savings/, which would increase its interest
expenses and reduce its results of operations;

. higher interest rates can lead to lower investments prices reduce the revaluation reserves, thereby
lowering IFRS equity and the capital ratios. Also the lower securities value leads to a loss of liquidity
generating capacity which needs to be compensated by attracting new liquidity generating capacity
which reduces the Issuer’s results of operations;

o prepayment losses if prepayment rates are lower than expected or if interest rates increase too rapidly
to adjust the accompanying hedges; and/or

° (depending on the position) a significant collateral posting requirement associated with the Issuer’s
interest rate hedge program.

Inflation and deflation may negatively affect the Issuer’s business.

A sustained increase in the inflation rate in the Issuer’s principal markets would have multiple impacts on it
and may negatively affect its business, solvency position and results of operations. For example, a sustained
increase in the inflation rate may result in an increase in market interest rates, which may:

° decrease the estimated fair value of certain fixed income securities that the Issuer holds in its
investment portfolios, resulting in:

o reduced levels of unrealised capital gains available to the Issuer, which could negatively impact its
solvency position and net income; and/or

° a decrease in collateral values;

° result in increased withdrawal of certain savings products, particularly those with fixed rates below
market rates;

o require the Issuer, as an issuer of securities, to pay higher interest rates on debt securities that it issues
in the financial markets from time to time to finance its operations, which would increase its interest
expenses and reduce its results of operations.

A significant and sustained increase in inflation has historically also been associated with decreased prices for
equity securities and sluggish performance of equity markets generally. A sustained decline in equity markets

may:

° result in impairment charges to equity securities that the Issuer holds in its investment portfolios and
reduced levels of unrealised capital gains available to it which would reduce its net income, and

° lower the value of the Issuer’s equity investments impacting its capital position.

In addition, a failure to accurately anticipate higher inflation and factor it into the Issuer’s product pricing
may result in a systemic mispricing of its products, which would negatively impact its results of operations.

° On the other hand, deflation experienced in the Issuer’s principal markets may also adversely affect its
financial performance. In recent years, the risk of low inflation and even deflation (i.e. a continued
period with negative rates of inflation) in the Eurozone has materialised. Deflation may erode
collateral values and diminish the quality of loans and cause a decrease in borrowing levels, which
would negatively affect the Issuer’s business and results of operations.
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The Issuer operates in highly regulated industries. Changes in laws and/or regulations governing
financial services or financial institutions or the application of such laws and/or regulations
governing its business may reduce its profitability.

The Issuer is subject to detailed banking laws and government regulation in the jurisdictions in which it
conducts business. Regulatory agencies and supervisors have broad administrative power and enforcement
capabilities over many aspects of its business, which may include liquidity, capital adequacy, permitted
investments, ethical issues, money laundering, anti-terrorism measures, privacy, record keeping, product and
sale suitability, marketing and sales practices remuneration policies, personal conduct and the Issuer’s own
internal governance practices. Also, regulators and other supervisory authorities in the European Union
(“EU”), the United States (“U.S.”) and elsewhere continue to scrutinise payment processing and other
transactions and activities of the financial services industry through laws and regulations governing such
matters as money laundering, anti-terrorism financing, tax evasion, prohibited transactions with countries or
persons subject to sanctions, and bribery or other anti-corruption measures.

The Issuer’s revenues and profitability and those of its competitors have been and will continue to be
impacted by requirements relating to capital, additional loss-absorbing capacity, leverage, minimum liquidity
and long-term funding levels, requirements related to resolution and recovery planning, derivatives clearing
and margin rules and levels of regulatory oversight, as well as limitations on which and, if permitted, how
certain business activities may be carried out by financial institutions.

Regulators around the world have increased their focus on the regulation of the financial services industry.
Most of the principal markets where the Issuer conducts its business have adopted, or are currently in the
implementation phase of, major legislative and/or regulatory initiatives in response to the financial crisis.
Governmental and regulatory authorities in the Netherlands, Germany, Belgium, the United Kingdom, the
EU, the U.S. and elsewhere have implemented, or are in the process of implementing, measures to increase
regulatory control in their respective financial markets and financial services sectors, including, among others,
in the areas of prudential rules, liquidity and capital requirements, executive compensation, crisis and
contingency management, bank taxes and financial reporting. Additionally, governmental and regulatory
authorities in the Netherlands, in the EU and the U.S. as well as in a multitude of jurisdictions where the
Issuer conducts its business continue to consider new mechanisms to limit the occurrence and/or severity of
future economic crises (including proposals to restrict the size of financial institutions operating in their
jurisdictions and/or the scope of operations of such institutions).

Furthermore, the Issuer is subject to different tax regulations in each of the jurisdictions where it conducts
business. Changes in tax laws (including case law) could increase the Issuer’s taxes and its effective tax rates
and could materially impact its tax receivables and liabilities as well as deferred tax assets and deferred tax
liabilities, which could have a material adverse effect on its business, results of operations and financial
condition. Changes in tax laws could also make certain ING products less attractive, which could have
adverse consequences for the Issuer’s businesses and results.

Compliance with applicable laws and regulations is resources-intensive, and changes in laws and regulations
may materially increase costs. The Issuer expects the scope and extent of regulation in the jurisdictions in
which it conducts its business, as well as regulatory oversight and supervision, to generally continue to
increase. However, the Issuer cannot predict whether or when future legislative or regulatory actions may be
taken, or what impact, if any, actions taken to date or in the future could have on its business, results of
operations and financial condition. Regulation is becoming increasingly more extensive and complex and the
industries in which the Issuer operates are increasingly coming under the scrutiny of regulators, and affected
companies, including ING, are required to meet the demands, which often necessitate additional resources.
These regulations can limit the Issuer’s activities, among others, through stricter net capital, customer
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protection and market conduct requirements and restrictions on the businesses in which it can operate or
invest.

Despite the Issuer’s efforts to maintain effective compliance procedures and to comply with applicable laws
and regulations, it faces the risk of non-compliance with applicable laws and regulations. There are a number
of risks in areas where applicable regulations may be unclear, subject to multiple interpretations or are under
development, or where regulations may conflict with one another, or where regulators revise their previous
guidance or courts overturn previous rulings, which could result in the Issuer’s failure to meet applicable
standards. Regulators and other authorities have the power to bring administrative or judicial proceedings
against the Issuer, which could result, among other things, in suspension or revocation of the Issuer’s licences,
cease and desist orders, fines, civil penalties, criminal penalties or other disciplinary action, which could
materially harm its results of operations and financial condition. If the Issuer fails to address, or appears to fail
to address, any of these matters appropriately, its reputation could be harmed and it could be subject to
additional legal risk, which could, in turn, increase the size and number of claims and damages brought
against it or subject it to enforcement actions, fines and penalties.

Basel III, CRD IV and CRD V

In December 2010, the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (“BCBS”) announced higher global
minimum capital standards for banks and introduced a new global liquidity standard and a new leverage ratio.
The BCBS’s package of reforms, collectively referred to as the “Basel III” rules, among other requirements,
increased the amount of common equity required to be held by subject banking institutions, prescribe the
amount of liquid assets and the long-term funding a subject banking institution must hold at any given
moment, and limit leverage. Banks will be required to hold a “capital conservation buffer” to withstand future
periods of stress such that the total common equity Tier 1 ratio, when fully phased in on 1 January 2019, will
rise to 7%. Basel III also introduced a “countercyclical buffer” as an extension of the capital conservation
buffer, which would allow national regulators to require banks to hold more capital during periods of high
credit growth (to strengthen capital reserves and moderate the debt markets). Further, Basel III has
strengthened the definition of capital that will have the effect of disqualifying many hybrid securities,
including those issued by the Issuer, from inclusion in regulatory capital, as well as the higher capital
requirements for trading, derivative and securitisation activities as part of a number of reforms to the Basel II
framework. In addition, the BCBS and the Financial Stability Board (“FSB”) published measures in October
2011 that would have the effect of requiring higher loss absorbency capacity, liquidity surcharges, exposure
limits and special resolution regimes for, and instituting more intensive and effective supervision of,
“systemically important financial institutions” (“SIFIs”) and so-called “Global” SIFIs (“G-SIFIs”), in addition
to the Basel III requirements otherwise applicable to most financial institutions. In particular in November
2015, the FSB published the final Total Loss-Absorbing Capacity (“TLAC”) standard for G-SIFIs, which
aims for G-SIFIs to have sufficient loss-absorbing and recapitalisation capacity available in resolution. The
implementation of these measures began in 2012, and full implementation is targeted for 2019, with the
TLAC requirements to apply from 2019. The Issuer has been designated by the BCBS and the FSB as one of
the global systemically important banks (“G-SIBs”), forming part of the G-SIFIs, since 2011, and by the
Dutch Central Bank (De Nederlandsche Bank N.V., “DNB”) and the Dutch Ministry of Finance as a domestic
SIFI since November 2011. The Basel III proposals and their potential impact are monitored via semi-annual
monitoring exercises in which the Issuer participates. As a result of such monitoring exercises and ongoing
discussions within the regulatory environment, revisions have been made to the original Basel III proposals as
was the case with the revised Liquidity Coverage Ratio in January 2013 and the revised Net Stable Funding
Ratio and Leverage Ratio in January 2014. In December 2017, the Basel III revisions were formally
announced by the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (BCBS). These new prudential rules for banks
consist of a revision to the standardised approach to credit risk, the introduction of a capital floor based on
standardised approaches, the use of internal models, limitation of options for modelling operating risks, and
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new rules for the establishment of risk-weighted items and unused credit lines at the banks. With a long
implementation phase and the transposition into EU regulation still pending, some question marks remain on
how this will shape up.

For European banks, the Basel III requirements were implemented through the Capital Requirements
Regulation (“CRD IV Regulation”) and Capital Requirements Directive IV (“CRD IV Directive” and together
with the CRD IV Regulation, the “CRR”), which were adopted by the EC in June 2013 following approval by
the European Parliament in April 2013. The CRD IV Regulation entered into force on 28 June 2013 and the
CRD 1V Directive on 17 July 2013, and all banks and investment firms in the EU (as opposed to the scope of
the Basel III requirements, which apply to “internationally active banks™) were required to apply the new
rules from 1 January 2014 in phases, with full implementation by 1 January 2019. The full impact of these
rules, and any additional requirements for SIFIs or G-SIFIs if and as applicable to the Issuer, will depend on
how the CRD IV Directive is transposed into national laws in each Member State, including the extent to
which national regulators and supervisors set more stringent limits and additional capital requirements or
surcharges. In the Netherlands, the CRR has been implemented through amendments to the Financial
Supervision Act. In the next phase for regulatory requirements for banks’ risk and capital management, the
regulators are focusing on the required capital calculations across banks. Since the start of the financial crisis
there has been much debate on the risk-weighted capitalisation of banks, and specifically on whether internal
models are appropriate for such purposes. These developments have suggested that stricter rules may be
applied by a later framework. The BCBS released several consultative papers, containing proposals to change
the methodologies for the calculation of capital requirements and is expected to issue further standards in this
respect. Within these proposals the BCBS suggests methods to calculate risk-weighted assets (“RWA”) using
more standardised or simpler methods in order to achieve greater comparability, transparency and consistency.
In November 2016, the EC proposed substantial amendments (commonly referred to as CRD V) to the CRR
(including the CRD IV Directive), the BRRD (as defined below) and the Single Resolution Mechanism
Regulation to, among other things, implement these revisions in the EU legislation. Legislation is expected to
be finalised in 2018. These proposals will likely impact the capital requirements for currently reported
exposures (e.g. credit risk via revised standardised RWA floor) but may also lead to new capital requirements.
The proposals cover multiple areas, including the Pillar 2 framework, the leverage ratio, mandatory
restrictions on distributions, permission for reducing own funds and eligible liabilities, macroprudential tools,
a new category of ‘non-preferred’ senior debt, the minimum requirement for own funds and eligible liabilities
(“MREL”) and the integration of the TLAC standard into EU legislation. The proposals are to be considered
by the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union and therefore remain subject to change.
The final and complete package of new legislation may not include all elements of the original proposals and
new or amended elements may be introduced through the course of the legislative process. Until the
legislative process has been finalised and the resulted in new law, it is uncertain how the proposals will affect
the Issuer or holders of its securities. The proposals, as well as the economic and financial environment at the
time of implementation and beyond, can have a material impact on ING’s operations and financial condition
and they may require the Issuer to seek additional capital.

Single Supervisory Mechanism

In November 2014, the European Central Bank (“ECB”) assumed responsibility for a significant part of the
prudential supervision of banks in the Eurozone, including ING Bank, following a year-long preparatory
phase which included an in-depth comprehensive assessment of the resilience and balance sheets of the
biggest banks in the Eurozone. ING Bank was among the seven Dutch institutions covered by the assessment
(out of 130 institutions overall). While the ECB has assumed the supervisory tasks conferred on it by the
Single Supervisory Mechanism (“SSM”) Regulation, the DNB will still continue to play a significant role in
the supervision of the Issuer and ING Bank.
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In its capacity as principal bank supervisor in the European Union, the ECB has extensive supervisory and
investigatory powers, including the ability to issue requests for information, to conduct regulatory
investigations and on-site inspections, and to impose monetary and other sanctions. For example, under the
SSM, the regulators with jurisdiction over the Issuer, including the ECB, may conduct stress tests and have
discretion to impose capital surcharges on financial institutions for risks that are not otherwise recognised in
risk-weighted assets or other surcharges depending on the individual situation of the bank and take or require
other measures, such as restrictions on or changes to the Issuer’s business. Competent regulators may also, if
the Issuer fails to comply with regulatory requirements, in particular with minimum capital requirements
(including buffer requirements) or with liquidity requirements, or if there are shortcomings in its governance
and risk management processes, prohibit the Issuer from making dividend payments to shareholders or
distributions to holders of its regulatory capital instruments. Generally, a failure to comply with the new
quantitative and qualitative regulatory requirements could have a material adverse effect on the Issuer’s
business, financial condition and results of operations.

In order to make capital levels more comparable and to reduce variability in banks’ internal models, the
European Central Bank (ECB) introduced the Targeted Review of Internal Models (TRIM) in June 2017 to
assess reliability and comparability between banks’ models. The TRIM aims to create a level playing field by
harmonising the regulatory guidance around internal models, and the ultimate goal is to restore trust in the use
of internal models by European banks. The operating consequences of the TRIM exercise have been
significant. The TRIM is expected to finalise in 2019, and could impact ING through more stringent
regulation on internal models. There is also heightened supervisory attention for the credit quality of loans to
corporates and/or households. These exercises could impact the RWA ING recognises for certain assets.

Dodd-Frank Act

On 21 July 2010, the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (“Dodd-Frank” or the
“Dodd-Frank Act”) was signed into law in the U.S. The Dodd-Frank Act effects comprehensive changes to
the regulation of financial services in the U.S. and has implications for non-U.S. financial institutions with a
U.S. presence or that transact with U.S. counterparties, such as ING. Dodd-Frank directs existing and newly
created government agencies and bodies to perform studies and promulgate a multitude of regulations
implementing the law, most of which are in place. Because some of the regulations have only recently taken
effect or are yet to be finalised, the Issuer cannot predict with certainty how such regulations will affect the
financial markets generally and impact the Issuer’s business, credit rating, results of operations, cash flows or
financial condition or liquidity. Key aspects of Dodd-Frank that the Issuer has identified to date as possibly
having an impact on the Issuer include the aspects set out below:

Title VII of Dodd-Frank creates a new framework for regulation of the over-the-counter derivatives markets
and certain market participants which has affected and could continue to affect various activities of the Issuer
and its subsidiaries. ING Capital Markets LLC, a wholly-owned indirect subsidiary of ING Bank N.V., has
registered with the U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission (“CFTC”) as a swap dealer. The SEC is
expected to adopt regulations establishing registration and margin and capital requirements for security-based
swaps. Along with the still indeterminate effective date for SEC regulations on, among others, reporting,
registration, and internal and external business conduct with respect to security-based swaps, these are likely
to materially impact ING. Additionally, the CFTC is expected to adopt capital requirements for swap dealers,
although the specific requirements, and any available exemptions, have not been finalised. If these
requirements are applicable to ING, and no exemptions are available, it is possible that these requirements
will be difficult for ING to comply with and may, as a result, materially and adversely impact ING’s ability to
operate as a swap dealer in the U.S. Other CFTC regulatory requirements, already implemented, include
registration of swap dealers, business conduct rules imposed on swap dealers, requirements that some
categories of swaps be centrally executed on regulated trading facilities and cleared through regulated
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clearing houses, and initial and variation margin requirements for uncleared swaps. In addition, new position
limits requirements for market participants that have been proposed and may be contained in final regulations
to be adopted by the CFTC could limit ING’s position sizes in swaps referencing specified commodities and
similarly limit the ability of counterparties to utilise certain of ING’s products by narrowing the scope of
hedging activity that is permitted for commercial end users, and the trading activity of speculators. All of the
foregoing areas of regulation of the derivative markets and market participants will likely result in increased
cost of hedging and other trading activities, both for the Issuer and its customers, which could expose the
Issuer’s business to greater risk and could reduce the size and profitability of its customer business. In
addition, the imposition of these regulatory restrictions and requirements, could result in reduced market
liquidity, which could in turn increase market volatility and the risks and costs of hedging and other trading
activities.

Pursuant to requirements of the Dodd-Frank Act, the SEC and CFTC are required to consider whether “stable
value” contracts should be regulated as “swap” derivative contracts. In the event that stable value contracts
become subject to such regulation, certain aspects of the Issuer’s business could be adversely impacted,
including issuance of stable value contracts and management of assets pursuant to stable value mandates.

Dodd-Frank established the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (“CFPB”) as an independent agency
within the Federal Reserve to regulate consumer financial products and services offered primarily for
personal, family or household purposes. The CFPB has significant authority to implement and enforce federal
consumer financial laws, including the new protections established under Dodd-Frank, as well as the authority
to identify and prohibit unfair, deceptive and abusive acts and practices. In addition, the CFPB has broad
supervisory, examination and enforcement authority over certain consumer products, such as mortgage
lending. Insurance products and services are not within the CFPB’s general jurisdiction, and broker-dealers
and investment advisers are not subject to the CFPB’s jurisdiction when acting in their registered capacity.

On 10 December 2013, various federal agencies approved a final rule implementing Section 619 of Dodd-
Frank, commonly referred to as the “Volcker Rule” and which places limitations and restrictions on the ability
of U.S. FDIC insured depository institutions and non-U.S. banks with branches or agencies in the U.S. that
become subject to the U.S. Bank Holding Company Act, as well as their affiliates, to engage in certain
proprietary trading or sponsor and invest in private equity and hedge funds. As a general matter, such
organisations have until July 2017 to comply with the prohibition on certain fund activities and until July
2015 to comply with the proprietary trading prohibitions. In the event that the Issuer or one of its affiliates
becomes subject to the Volcker Rule, the Issuer’s trading and investment activities could be so restricted. It is
expected that the Issuer will experience significant additional compliance and operational costs and may be
prohibited from engaging in certain activities it currently conducts if the Volcker Rule becomes applicable to
it and its affiliates.

For instance, the Issuer’s wholly owned subsidiary, ING Bank, may at some point in time consider whether to
establish a branch office in the U.S. If ING Bank were to establish a U.S. branch, it would be subject to
supervision and regulation by the Federal Reserve under various laws and various restrictions on its activities
under those laws, including the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956, as amended, and the International
Banking Act of 1978, and, as a consequence, such supervision and regulation, including such restrictions on
activities, could materially impact the Issuer’s operations. These would include, among others, the Volcker
Rule and heightened supervisory requirements and prudential standards.

Dodd-Frank also includes various securities law reforms that may affect the Issuer’s business practices and
the liabilities and/or exposures associated therewith, including a provision intended to authorise the SEC to
impose on broker-dealers fiduciary duties to their customers, as applied to investment advisers under existing
law, which new standard could potentially expose certain of ING’s U.S. broker-dealers to increased risk of
SEC enforcement actions and liability. In 2011, the SEC staff released a study on this issue, and members of
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the SEC’s Investor Advisory Committee voted in November 2013 to recommend the proposal implementing a
uniform fiduciary standard for most brokers and registered investment advisers to the SEC.

Although the full impact of Dodd-Frank and its implementing regulations cannot be determined at this time,
many of their requirements have had and may continue to have profound and/or adverse consequences for the
financial services industry, including for the Issuer. Dodd-Frank, in its current form, could make it more
expensive for the Issuer to conduct business, require it to make changes to its business model or satisfy
increased capital requirements, subject it to greater regulatory scrutiny or to potential increases in whistle-
blower claims in light of the increased awards available to whistle-blowers under Dodd-Frank and have a
material effect on the Issuer’s results of operations or financial condition.

In 2017, the U.S. Secretary of Treasury issued several reports, after consultation with other financial
regulatory agencies to evaluate the current financial regulatory framework against core principles set out by
the new U.S. administration. Such review may result in the revision, amendment or repeal, in all or in part, of
Dodd-Frank and related rules and regulations. There can be no assurance that these or any other future
reforms will not significantly impact the Issuer’s business, financial condition and results of operations.

Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act and other US withholding tax regulations

Under provisions of U.S. tax law commonly referred to as FATCA, non-U.S. financial institutions are
required to provide certain information on their U.S. accountholders and/or certain U.S. investors to the U.S.
Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”). A 30% withholding tax is imposed on ‘withholdable payments’ made to
non-compliant non-U.S. financial institutions. In addition to FATCA, non-U.S. financial institutions are
required to comply with other U.S. withholding and reporting requirements on certain payments. The Issuer
intends to take all necessary steps to comply with FATCA and other U.S. withholding tax regulations. ING is
for example updating and strengthening its withholding compliance programme and reviewing, amending and
filing the necessary tax returns and information reports.

Many countries, including the Netherlands, have entered into agreements (“intergovernmental agreements” or
“IGAs”) with the U.S. to facilitate the type of information reporting required under FATCA. While the
existence of IGAs will not eliminate the risk of the FATCA withholding described above, these agreements
are expected to reduce that risk for financial institutions and investors in countries that have entered into
IGAs. IGAs will often require financial institutions in those countries to report information on their U.S.
accountholders to the taxing authorities of those countries, who will then pass the information to the IRS.

If the Issuer is unable to comply with requirements imposed under IGAs or otherwise comply with FATCA
(including as a result of local laws in non-IGA countries prohibiting information sharing with the IRS, as a
result of contracts or local laws prohibiting withholding on certain payments to accountholders or other
investors, or as a result of the failure of accountholders or other investors to provide requested information),
certain payments to the Issuer may be subject to withholding under FATCA. Payments made with respect to
certain products offered by members of the Group may also be or become subject to withholding under
FATCA. The possibility of such withholding and the need for accountholders, policyholders, annuitants and
investors to provide certain information may adversely affect the sales of certain of the Issuer’s products. In
addition, (i) compliance with the terms of IGAs and with FATCA, with any regulations or other guidance
promulgated thereunder or any legislation promulgated under an IGA, and (ii) offering products subject to
U.S. withholding, may substantially increase the Issuer’s compliance costs. Because legislation and
regulations implementing FATCA and the IGAs remain under development, the future impact of this law on
the Issuer is uncertain. Failure to comply with FATCA and other U.S. withholding tax regulations could harm
ING’s reputation and could subject the Issuer to enforcement actions, fines and penalties, which could have a
material adverse effect on the Issuer’s business, reputation, revenues, results of operations, financial condition
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and prospects. For additional information with respect to specific proceedings, see “General Information —
Litigation”.

Common Reporting Standard

Similarly, the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (“OECD”) has developed a Common
Reporting Standard (“CRS”) and model competent authority agreement to enable the multilateral and
automatic exchange of financial account information. The CRS will require financial institutions to identify
and report the tax residency and account details of non-resident customers to the relevant authorities in
jurisdictions adhering to CRS. As of 2 November 2016, more than 100 jurisdictions, including the
Netherlands, have signed a multilateral competent authority agreement to automatically exchange information
pursuant to the CRS. The majority of countries where ING has a presence has committed to CRS. The EU has
made CRS mandatory for all its member states. The first information exchange by the Netherlands (as for
most of the signatories) occurred in 2017.

Bank Recovery and Resolution Regimes

In June 2012, the “Intervention Act” (Wet bijzondere maatregelen financiéle ondernemingen) came into force
in the Netherlands, with retroactive effect from 20 January 2012. The Intervention Act mainly amended the
Dutch Financial Supervision Act and the Dutch Insolvency Act allowing Dutch authorities to take certain
actions with respect to a failing bank or insurer that cannot be wound up under ordinary insolvency rules due
to concerns regarding the stability of the overall financial system. It comprised two categories of measures.
The first category of measures related to banks or insurers facing serious financial difficulties and included
measures related to the timely and efficient liquidation of the failing institution. This set of measures gave the
DNB the power to transfer customer deposits, assets and/or liabilities other than deposits and issued shares of
an entity to third parties or to a bridge bank if the DNB deemed that, in respect of the relevant institution,
there were signs of adverse developments with respect to its funds, solvency, liquidity or technical provisions
and it could be reasonably foreseen that such developments would not be sufficiently or timely reversed. The
DNB was also granted the power to influence the internal decision-making of failing institutions through the
appointment of an “undisclosed administrator”. The second category of measures can be triggered if the
stability of the financial system is in serious and immediate danger as a result of the failure of a Dutch
financial institution and includes measures intended to safeguard the stability of the financial system as a
whole. This set of measures granted authority to the Dutch Minister of Finance to take immediate measures or
proceed to expropriation of assets or liabilities, or shares in the capital, of failing financial institutions. Within
the context of the resolution tools provided in the Intervention Act, holders of debt securities of a bank subject
to resolution could also be affected by issuer substitution or replacement, transfer of debt, expropriation,
modification of terms and/or suspension or termination of listings.

In addition, on 26 November 2015, the Act on implementing the European framework for the recovery and
resolution of banks and investment firms (Implementatiewet Europees kader voor herstel en afwikkeling van
banken en beleggingsondernemingen) came into force, implementing the “Bank Recovery and Resolution
Directive” (“BRRD”) and partly amending the Intervention Act. Certain measures introduced by the
Intervention Act were replaced with respect to banking institutions with measures based on the BRRD and the
SRM Regulation, as described below. The BRRD came into effect on 2 July 2014. It includes, among other
things, the obligation for institutions to draw up a recovery plan and for resolution authorities in the Member
States to draw up a resolution plan, the resolution authorities’ power to take early intervention measures and
the establishment of a European system of financing arrangements. The BRRD confers extensive resolution
powers on the resolution authorities, including the power to require the sale of (part of a) business, to
establish a bridge institution, to separate assets and to take bail-in measures (whether at the point of non-
viability or as taken together with a resolution action). The stated aim of the BRRD is to provide supervisory
authorities and resolution authorities, with common tools and powers to address banking crises pre-emptively
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in order to safeguard financial stability and minimise taxpayers’ exposure to losses. In November 2016, the
EC proposed amendments to the BRRD regarding the ranking of unsecured debt instruments in national
insolvency proceedings (to include a new category of ‘non-preferred’ senior debt) and to enhance the
stabilisation tools with the introduction of a moratorium tool. On 5 December 2017, a public consultation was
launched by the Dutch Ministry of Finance for a draft legislative proposal on the Dutch implementation of
Directive (EU) 2017/2399 on the ranking of unsecured debt instruments in insolvency hierarchy. The
consultation closed on 9 January 2018. According to the draft legislative proposal and the draft explanatory
notes thereto, it is contemplated that a new provision is added to the Dutch Bankruptcy Act
(Faillissementswet) introducing a new category of “non-preferred” senior debt obligations. During the
legislative process, the proposal may be amended. Until the proposal has become law, it is uncertain how this
will affect ING or holders of its securities.

The powers granted to resolution authorities under the BRRD include, among others, the introduction of a
statutory “write-down and conversion” power and a “bail-in” power, which gives the relevant resolution
authority the power to, inter alia, (i) cancel existing shares and/or dilute existing shareholders by converting
relevant capital instruments or eligible liabilities into shares of the surviving entity, (ii) cancel all or a portion
of the principal amount of, or interest on, certain unsecured liabilities (which could include certain securities
that have been or will be issued by ING) of a failing financial institution or group and/or (iii) convert certain
debt claims (which could include certain securities that have been or will be issued by ING) into another
security, including ordinary shares of the surviving group entity, if any. None of these actions would be
expected to constitute an event of default under those securities entitling holders to seek repayment.

In addition to a “write-down and conversion” power and a “bail-in” power, the powers granted to the
resolution authority under the BRRD include the two categories of measures introduced by the Intervention
Act, as described above. In addition, the BRRD stipulates, among the broader powers to be granted to the
relevant resolution authority, that it will confer powers to the relevant resolution authority to amend or alter
the maturity date or interest payment date of debt instruments, including by suspending payment for a
temporary period, or to amend the interest amount payable under such instruments. None of these actions
would be expected to constitute an event of default under those debt instruments or other eligible liabilities
entitling holders to seek repayment. Many of the rules implementing the BRRD are contained in detailed
technical and implementing rules, the exact text of which is subject to agreement and adoption by the relevant
EU legislative institutions. Therefore, for some rules, there remains uncertainty regarding the ultimate nature
and scope of these resolution powers and, when implemented, how they would affect the Issuer and the
securities that have been issued or will be issued by ING. Accordingly, it is not possible to assess the full
impact of the BRRD on ING and on holders of any securities issued or to be issued by ING, and there can be
no assurance that, once it is fully implemented, the manner in which it is applied or the taking of any actions
by the relevant resolution authority contemplated in the BRRD would not adversely affect the rights of
holders of the securities issued or to be issued by ING, the price or value of an investment in such securities
and/or ING’s ability to satisfy its obligations under such securities.

Finally, as part of the move towards a full banking union, on 19 August 2014, the Single Resolution
Mechanism (“SRM”) came into effect, with the aim to have a Single Resolution Board (“SRB”) to be
responsible for key decisions on how a bank, subject to SSM supervision, is to be resolved if a bank has
irreversible financial difficulties and cannot be wound up under normal insolvency proceedings without
destabilising the financial system. The SRB is a key element of the SRM and is European resolution authority
for the Banking Union and is fully operational, with a complete set of resolution powers, as of 1 January
2016. The SRB works in close cooperation with the national resolution authorities such as the Dutch national
resolution authority. The SRB is also in charge of the Single Resolution Fund, a pool of money financed by
the banking sector which will be set up to ensure that medium-term funding support is available while a credit
institution is being restructured. Historically, ING Bank has contributed to the Dutch National Resolution
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Fund (the “NRF”). Beginning in 2016, contributions to the NRF will be phased out and will decrease steadily
until they decrease to nil in 2023; during the same period, contributions to the SRF will commence and
steadily increase, replacing ING Bank’s contributions to the NRF. As the contributions for the NRF and the
SRF are calculated on a different basis and by different authorities (DNB and SRB, respectively), the
contributions to the SRF may deviate from the contributions to the NRF.

There are certain differences between the provisions of the Intervention Act, the BRRD and the SRM
Regulation, which may further bring future changes to the law. The Issuer is unable to predict what specific
effects the Intervention Act and the implementation of the BRRD and the entry into force of the SRM
Regulation may have on the financial system generally, its counterparties, holders of securities issued by, or to
be issued by, the Issuer, or on the Issuer, its operations or its financial position.

The Issuer has a recovery plan in place to enhance the bank’s readiness and decisiveness to tackle financial
crises on its own. Effective since 2012, the plan is updated annually to make sure it stays fit for purpose. The
completeness, quality and credibility of the recovery plan is assessed annually by ING’s regulators. Since
2012, the Issuer has worked together with the different resolution authorities to determine a resolution
strategy and to identify potential impediments to resolution. This resulted in a resolvability assessment that is
shared every year with the FSB and the preparation of a transitional resolution plan by the SRB. In November
2016, ING concluded that the Issuer should be the designated resolution entity. At the end of January 2017,
the SRB has informed ING that it supports the designation of the Issuer as the point of entry.

The Financial Stability Board (FSB)

In addition to the adoption of the foregoing measures, regulators and lawmakers around the world are actively
reviewing the causes of the financial crisis and exploring steps to avoid similar problems in the future. In
many respects, this work is being led by the FSB, consisting of representatives of national financial
authorities of the G20 nations. The G20 and the FSB have issued a series of papers and recommendations
intended to produce significant changes in how financial companies, particularly companies that are members
of large and complex financial groups, should be regulated. These proposals address such issues as financial
group supervision, capital and solvency standards, systemic economic risk, corporate governance including
executive compensation and risk culture, and a host of related issues associated with responses to the financial
crisis.

In November 2015, the FSB published final standards on the adequacy of loss absorbing capacity held by G-
SIBs. These comprise: (i) a set of principles on loss-absorbing and recapitalisation capacity of G-SIBs in
resolution and (ii) a high level “termsheet” setting out an internationally agreed standard on the characteristics
and adequacy of TLAC. The key requirement mandates G-SIBs, to hold long-term debt that can be written
down or converted into equity in the event that a G-SIB is put into liquidation, thereby providing a specific
means of absorbing losses and recapitalising the G-SIB. The numbers are significant with the minimum
standard requiring a G-SIB to hold TLAC of at least 16% of risk weighted assets and at least 6% of the
leverage ratio denominator from 1 January 2019, and at least 18% and 6.75% respectively from 1 January
2022 on. In November 2016, the EC proposed amendments to the CRR and BRRD to implement the FSB’s
minimum TLAC requirement for G-SIBs, that are intended to align the TLAC requirement with the minimum
requirement for own funds and eligible liabilities (“MREL”). In October 2016, the BCBS issued a final
standard regarding the regulatory capital treatments of TLAC holdings of other G-SIBs, confirming that G-
SIBs must deduct from their own TLAC exposures, TLAC instruments and liabilities issued by other G-SIBs.

Additional Governmental Measures

Governments in the Netherlands and abroad have also intervened over the past few years on an unprecedented
scale, responding to stresses experienced in the global financial markets. Some of the measures adopted
subject the Issuer and other institutions for which they were designed to additional restrictions, oversight or
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costs. Restrictions related to the Restructuring Plan are further described in Note 50 “ING’s Restructuring
Plan” in the notes to the consolidated financial statements of the Issuer for the year ended 31 December 2017,
which are incorporated by reference herein.

In February 2013, the EC adopted a proposal setting out the details of a financial transaction tax, (“FTT”)
under the enhanced cooperation procedure, to be levied on transactions in financial instruments by financial
institutions if at least one of the parties to the transaction is established in the financial transaction tax zone
(“FTT-zone”) or if the instrument which is the subject of the transaction is issued within the territory of a
Member State in the FFT-zone. Ten Member States have indicated they wish to participate in the FTT
(Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia and Spain). The initial
proposal contemplated that the FTT would enter into effect on 1 January 2014, which would have then
required the Issuer to pay tax on transactions in financial instruments with parties (including Group affiliates)
located in such FFT-zone. However, the FTT remains subject to negotiation between the participating
Member States and currently it is uncertain whether and in what form and by which Member States the FTT
will be adopted. The implementation date of any FTT will thus depend on the future approval by participating
Member States in the Council, consultation of other EU institutions, and the subsequent transposition into
local law. Depending on its final form, the introduction of an FTT in the Netherlands or outside the
Netherlands could have a substantial adverse effect on ING’s business and results.

As of 1 October 2012, banks that are active in the Netherlands are subject to a bank tax pursuant to a tax
regulation that also includes measures to moderate bonuses awarded to executives at such banks. Increased
bank taxes in countries where the Issuer is active result in increased taxes on the Issuer’s banking operations,
which could negatively impact its operations, financial condition and liquidity.

Additional Tier 1 Securities

In April 2015, the Issuer issued USD 2.25 billion of Additional Tier 1 securities (“AT1 Securities”) and in
November 2016, the Issuer issued USD 1 billion AT1 Securities. The Issuer may issue additional AT1
Securities, or other instruments with similar terms (also known as contingent convertible bonds or “cocos”),
in the future. The Dutch parliament adopted Article 29a of the Dutch Corporate Income Tax Act of 1969 (Wet
op de vennootschapsbelasting 1969) in 2015 to provide debt treatment of securities similar to the AT1
Securities for the purpose of Dutch corporate income tax (25% rate) and (indirectly) dividend withholding tax
purposes (15% non-grossed up rate). The interest payment obligation of the AT1 Securities is EUR 90 million
for the year 2015, EUR 135 million for 2016 and EUR 170 million for 2017. For 2015, 2016 and 2017 the
amounts were treated by ING as deductible interest expenses for Dutch corporate income tax purposes and as
exempt for Dutch dividend withholding tax purposes. However, there is a risk that the EC will take the view,
and that court would uphold such view if contested, that the tax deductibility of interest payments on the AT1
Securities is in contravention of the EC’s temporary state aid rules for assessing public support to financial
institutions during the crisis (the “Revised State Aid Guidelines”). The Revised State Aid Guidelines provide
for strengthened burden-sharing requirements, which require banks with capital needs to obtain shareholders’
and subordinated debt holders’ contributions before resorting to certain state aid measures. If a determination
were made that deduction of interest payments on AT1 Securities and other similar securities, including those
the Issuer may issue in the future, is inconsistent with the Revised State Aid Guidelines, amounts the Issuer
would have to pay to the Dutch State with respect to interest payments that have previously been treated as an
expense for Dutch corporate income tax purposes and that have been paid free of withholding taxes could be
substantial, in particular if the Issuer is unable to redeem the securities (for the years 2015, 2016 and 2017 the
total amount of payment in this respect could be EUR 158 million excluding interest). The terms of the AT1
Securities provide that the Issuer can redeem the AT1 Securities only upon the occurrence of specific events
(not including a determination that the tax treatment of the AT1 Securities is inconsistent with European rules
against state aid) or after 5 years or 10 years (depending on the series) after their date of issuance.
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Because the Issuer operates in highly competitive markets, including its home market, it may not be
able to increase or maintain its market share, which may have an adverse effect on its results of
operations.

There is substantial competition in the Netherlands and the other countries in which the Issuer does business
for the types of, wholesale banking, retail banking, investment banking and other products and services it
provides. Customer loyalty and retention can be influenced by a number of factors, including brand
recognition, reputation, relative service levels, the prices and attributes of products and services, scope of
distribution, credit ratings and actions taken by existing or new competitors. A decline in the Issuer’s
competitive position as to one or more of these factors could adversely impact its ability to maintain or further
increase its market share, which would adversely affect its results of operations. Such competition is most
pronounced in the Issuer’s more mature markets of the Netherlands, Belgium, the rest of Western Europe and
Australia. In recent years, however, competition in emerging markets, such as Latin America, Asia and
Central and Eastern Europe, has also increased as large financial services companies from more developed
countries have sought to establish themselves in markets which are perceived to offer higher growth potential,
and as local institutions have become more sophisticated and competitive and proceeded to form alliances,
mergers or strategic relationships with the Issuer’s competitors. The Netherlands is its largest market. The
Issuer’s main competitors in the banking sector in the Netherlands are ABN AMRO Bank and Rabobank.
Competition could also increase due to new entrants in the markets that may have new operating models that
are not burdened by potentially costly legacy operations and that are subject to reduced regulation. New
entrants may rely on new technologies, advanced data and analytic tools, lower cost to serve, reduced
regulatory burden and/or faster processes in order to challenge traditional banks. Developments in technology
has also accelerated the use of new business models. For example, new business models have been observed
in retail payments, consumer and commercial lending (such as peer-to-peer lending), foreign exchange and
low-cost investment advisory services. In particular, the emergence of disintermediation in the financial sector
resulting from new banking, lending and payment solutions offered by rapidly evolving incumbents,
challengers and new entrants, in particular with respect to payment services and products, and the
introduction of disruptive technology may impede the Issuer’s ability to grow or retain its market share and
impact its revenues and profitability.

Increasing competition in the markets in which the Issuer operates may significantly impact the Issuer’s
results if it is unable to match the products and services offered by its competitors. Future economic turmoil
may accelerate additional consolidation activity. Over time, certain sectors of the financial services industry
have become more concentrated, as institutions involved in a broad range of financial services have been
acquired by or merged into other firms or have declared bankruptcy. These developments could result in the
Issuer’s competitors gaining greater access to capital and liquidity, expanding their ranges of products and
services, or gaining geographic diversity. The Issuer may experience pricing pressures as a result of these
factors in the event that some of its competitors seek to increase market share by reducing prices.

The default of a major market participant could disrupt the markets.

Within the financial services industry, the severe distress or default of any one institution (including
sovereigns and central counterparties (“CCPs”)) could lead to defaults by, or the severe distress of, other
market participants. Such distress of, or default by, an influential financial institution could disrupt markets or
clearance and settlement systems and lead to a chain of defaults by other financial institutions because the
commercial and financial soundness of many financial institutions may be closely related as a result of credit,
trading, clearing or other relationships. Even the perceived lack of creditworthiness of a sovereign or financial
institution (or a default by any such entity) may lead to market-wide liquidity problems and losses or defaults
by the Issuer or by other institutions. This risk is sometimes referred to as “systemic risk” and may adversely
affect financial intermediaries, such as clearing agencies, clearing houses, banks, securities firms and
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exchanges with whom the Issuer interacts on a daily basis and financial instruments of sovereigns in which
the Issuer invests. Systemic risk could have a material adverse effect on the Issuer’s ability to raise new
funding and on the Issuer’s business, financial condition, results of operations, liquidity, solvency position
and/or prospects. In addition, such distress or failure could impact future product sales as a potential result of
reduced confidence in the financial services industry.

The inability of counterparties to meet their financial obligations could have a material adverse effect
on the Issuer’s results of operations.

Third parties that owe the Issuer money, securities or other assets may not pay or perform under their
obligations. These parties include the issuers and guarantors (including sovereigns) of securities the Issuer
holds, borrowers under loans originated, reinsurers, customers, trading counterparties, securities lending and
repurchase counterparties, counterparties under swaps, credit default and other derivative contracts, clearing
agents, exchanges, clearing houses and other financial intermediaries. Defaults by one or more of these parties
on their obligations to the Issuer due to bankruptcy, lack of liquidity, downturns in the economy or real estate
values, continuing low oil or other commodity prices, operational failure or other factors, or even rumours
about potential defaults by one or more of these parties or regarding a severe distress of the financial services
industry generally, could have a material adverse effect on the Issuer’s results of operations, financial
condition and liquidity. Given the high level of interdependence between financial institutions, the Issuer is
and will continue to be subject to the risk of deterioration of the commercial and financial soundness, or
perceived soundness, of sovereigns and other financial services institutions. This is particularly relevant to the
Issuer’s franchise as an important and large counterparty in equity, fixed-income and foreign exchange
markets, including related derivatives.

The Issuer routinely executes a high volume of transactions, such as unsecured debt instruments, derivative
transactions and equity investments with counterparties and customers in the financial services industry,
including brokers and dealers, commercial and investment banks, mutual and hedge funds, insurance
companies, institutional clients, futures clearing merchants, swap dealers, and other institutions, resulting in
large periodic settlement amounts, which may result in the Issuer’s having significant credit exposure to one
or more of such counterparties or customers. As a result, the Issuer faces concentration risk with respect to
liabilities or amounts it expects to collect from specific counterparties and customers. The Issuer is exposed to
increased counterparty risk as a result of recent financial institution failures and weakness and will continue to
be exposed to the risk of loss if counterparty financial institutions fail or are otherwise unable to meet their
obligations. A default by, or even concerns about the creditworthiness of, one or more of these counterparties
or customers or other financial services institutions could therefore have an adverse effect on the Issuer’s
results of operations or liquidity.

With respect to secured transactions, the Issuer’s credit risk may be exacerbated when the collateral held by it
cannot be realised, or is liquidated at prices not sufficient to recover the full amount of the loan or derivative
exposure due to it. The Issuer also has exposure to a number of financial institutions in the form of unsecured
debt instruments, derivative transactions and equity investments. For example, the Issuer holds certain hybrid
regulatory capital instruments issued by financial institutions which permit the issuer to cancel coupon
payments on the occurrence of certain events or at their option. The EC has indicated that, in certain
circumstances, it may require these financial institutions to cancel payment. If this were to happen, the Issuer
expects that such instruments may experience ratings downgrades and/or a drop in value and it may have to
treat them as impaired, which could result in significant losses. There is no assurance that losses on, or
impairments to the carrying value of, these assets would not materially and adversely affect the Issuer’s
business, results of operations or financial condition.

In addition, the Issuer is subject to the risk that its rights against third parties may not be enforceable in all
circumstances. The deterioration or perceived deterioration in the credit quality of third parties whose
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securities or obligations the Issuer holds could result in losses and/or adversely affect its ability to
rehypothecate or otherwise use those securities or obligations for liquidity purposes. A significant downgrade
in the credit ratings of the Issuer’s counterparties could also have a negative impact on its income and risk
weighting, leading to increased capital requirements. While in many cases the Issuer is permitted to require
additional collateral from counterparties that experience financial difficulty, disputes may arise as to the
amount of collateral it is entitled to receive and the value of pledged assets. The Issuer’s credit risk may also
be exacerbated when the collateral it holds cannot liquidated at prices sufficient to recover the full amount of
the loan or derivative exposure due to the Issuer, which is most likely to occur during periods of illiquidity
and depressed asset valuations, such as those experienced during the financial crisis of 2008. The termination
of contracts and the foreclosure on collateral may subject the Issuer to claims. Bankruptcies, downgrades and
disputes with counterparties as to the valuation of collateral may also tend to increase in times of market
stress and illiquidity. Any of these developments or losses could materially and adversely affect the Issuer’s
business, financial condition, results of operations, liquidity and/or prospects.

Market conditions, including those observed over the past few years, may increase the risk of loans
being impaired.

The Issuer is exposed to the risk that its borrowers (including sovereigns) may not repay their loans according
to their contractual terms and that the collateral securing the payment of these loans may be insufficient. The
Issuer may continue to see adverse changes in the credit quality of its borrowers and counterparties, for
example, as a result of their inability to refinance their indebtedness, with increasing delinquencies, defaults
and insolvencies across a range of sectors. This may lead to impairment charges on loans and other assets,
higher costs and additions to loan loss provisions. A significant increase in the size of the Issuer’s provision
for loan losses could have a material adverse effect on its financial position and results of operations.

Economic and other factors could lead to contraction in the residential mortgage and commercial lending
market and to decreases in residential and commercial property prices, which could generate substantial
increases in impairment losses. Additionally, continuing low oil prices could have an influence on the
repayment capacity of certain corporate borrowers active in the oil and oil related services industries.

The Issuer may incur losses due to failures of banks falling under the scope of state compensation
schemes.

In the Netherlands and other jurisdictions, deposit guarantee schemes and similar funds (“Compensation
Schemes”) have been implemented from which compensation may become payable to customers of financial
services firms in the event the financial service firm is unable to pay, or unlikely to pay, claims against it. In
many jurisdictions in which the Issuer operates, these Compensation Schemes are funded, directly or
indirectly, by financial services firms which operate and/or are licensed in the relevant jurisdiction. ING Bank
is a participant in the Dutch Deposit Guarantee Scheme, which guarantees an amount of EUR 100,000 per
person per bank (regardless of the number of accounts held). Until 2015, the costs involved with making
compensation payments under the Dutch Deposit Guarantee Scheme had been allocated among the
participating banks by the DNB, based on an allocation key related to their market shares with respect to the
deposits protected by the Dutch Deposit Guarantee Scheme. Given its size ING may incur significant
compensation payments to be made under the Dutch Deposit Guarantee Scheme, which it may be unable to
recover from the bankrupt estate. Such costs and the associated costs to be borne by ING may have a material
adverse effect on the Issuer’s results of operations and financial condition. On 4 July 2015, the new EU
Directive on deposit guarantee schemes had to be implemented by EU member states. As a consequence, the
Dutch Deposit Guarantee Scheme has changed from an ex-post scheme, where ING would have contributed
after the failure of a firm, to an ex-ante scheme where ING pays quarterly risk-weighted contributions into a
fund for the Dutch Deposit Guarantee Scheme. The fund is to grow to a target size of 0.8% of all deposits
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guaranteed under the Dutch Deposit Guarantee Scheme to be reached in July 2024. The Dutch decree
implementing the Deposit Guarantee Scheme Directive entered into force on 26 November 2015.

The first ex-ante DGS contribution has been charged in respect of the first quarter of 2016. The build-up of
the ex-ante fund will take place in 34 quarters. See also ‘- The Issuer operates in highly regulated industries.
Changes in laws and/or regulations governing financial services or financial institutions or the application of
such laws and/or regulations governing the Issuer’s business may reduce the Issuer’s profitability — Bank
Recovery and Resolution Regimes”.

Currently, the EU is discussing the introduction of a pan-European deposit guarantee scheme, (partly)
replacing or complementing national compensation schemes in two or three phases. Proposals contain
elements of (re)insurance, mutual lending and mutualisation of funds. The new model is intended to be
‘overall cost-neutral’. A more definitive proposal is expected in 2018.

Risks Related to the Issuer’s Business Operations and Regulatory Environment

As a holding company, the Issuer is dependent for liquidity on payments from its subsidiaries, many
of which are subject to regulatory and other restrictions.

The Issuer is a holding company and, therefore, depends on dividends, distributions and other payments from
its subsidiaries to fund dividend payments and to fund all payments on its obligations, including debt
obligations. Many of the Issuer’s subsidiaries, including the Issuer’s bank subsidiaries, are subject to laws that
restrict dividend payments or authorise regulatory bodies to block or reduce the flow of funds from those
subsidiaries to the Issuer.

In addition, the Issuer’s bank subsidiaries are subject to restrictions on their ability to lend or transact with
affiliates and to minimum regulatory capital and other requirements, as well as restrictions on their ability to
use client funds deposited with them to fund their businesses. Additional restrictions on related-party
transactions, increased capital and liquidity requirements and additional limitations on the use of funds in
client accounts, as well as lower earnings, can reduce the amount of funds available to meet the obligations of
the Issuer, and even require it to provide additional funding to such subsidiaries. Restrictions or regulatory
action of that kind could impede access to funds that the Issuer needs to make payments on its obligations,
including debt obligations, or dividend payments. In addition, the Issuer’s right to participate in a distribution
of assets upon a subsidiary’s liquidation or reorganisation is subject to the prior claims of the subsidiary’s
creditors.

There is a trend towards increased regulation and supervision of the Issuer’s subsidiaries by the governments
and regulators in the countries in which those subsidiaries are located or do business. Concerns about
protecting clients and creditors of financial institutions that are controlled by persons or entities located
outside of the country in which such entities are located or do business have caused or may cause a number of
governments and regulators to take additional steps to “ring fence” or maintain internal total loss-absorbing
capacity at such entities in order to protect clients and creditors of such entities in the event of financial
difficulties involving such entities. The result has been and may continue to be additional limitations on the
Issuer’s ability to efficiently move capital and liquidity among its affiliated entities, thereby increasing the
overall level of capital and liquidity required by the firm on a consolidated basis.

Furthermore, the Issuer has in the past and may in the future guarantee the payment obligations of certain of
its subsidiaries, including ING Bank N.V., subject to certain exceptions. Any such guarantee may require the
Issuer to provide substantial funds or assets to its subsidiaries or their creditors or counterparties at a time
when the Issuer or its subsidiaries are in need of liquidity to fund their own obligations.
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The requirements for the Issuer to develop and submit recovery and resolution plans to regulators, and the
incorporation of feedback received from regulators, may require certain ING entities to increase capital or
liquidity levels or issue additional long-term debt at the Issuer or particular subsidiaries or otherwise incur
additional or duplicative operational or other costs at multiple entities, and may reduce ING’s ability to
provide the Issuer guarantees of the obligations of its subsidiaries or raise debt at the Issuer. Resolution
planning may also impair ING’s ability to structure its intercompany and external activities in a manner that it
may otherwise deem most operationally efficient. Furthermore, arrangements to facilitate ING’s resolution
planning may cause ING to be subject to additional costs such as resolution planning related taxes and funds.
Any such limitations or requirements would be in addition to the legal and regulatory restrictions described
above on ING’s ability to engage in capital actions or make intercompany dividends or payments.

Ratings are important to the Issuer’s business for a number of reasons. A downgrade or a potential
downgrade in the Issuer’s credit ratings could have an adverse impact on its operations and net
results.

Credit ratings represent the opinions of rating agencies regarding an entity’s ability to repay its indebtedness.
The Issuer’s credit ratings are important to its ability to raise capital and funding through the issuance of debt
and to the cost of such financing. In the event of a downgrade the cost of issuing debt will increase, having an
adverse effect on its net result. Certain institutional investors may also be obliged to withdraw their deposits
from ING following a downgrade, which could have an adverse effect on its liquidity. The Issuer has credit
ratings from S&P, Moody’s Investor Service Ltd. and Fitch Ratings. Each of the rating agencies reviews its
ratings and rating methodologies on a recurring basis and may decide on a downgrade at any time.

Furthermore, ING Bank N.V.’s assets are risk-weighted Downgrades of these assets could result in a higher
risk-weighting, which may result in higher capital requirements. This may impact net earnings and the return
on capital, and may have an adverse impact on the Issuer’s competitive position.

As rating agencies continue to evaluate the financial services industry, it is possible that rating agencies will
heighten the level of scrutiny that they apply to financial institutions, increase the frequency and scope of
their credit reviews, request additional information from the companies that they rate and potentially adjust
upward the capital and other requirements employed in the rating agency models for maintenance of certain
ratings levels. It is possible that the outcome of any such review of the Issuer would have additional adverse
ratings consequences, which could have a material adverse effect on the Issuer’s results of operations,
financial condition and liquidity. The Issuer may need to take actions in response to changing standards or
capital requirements set by any of the rating agencies which could cause its business and operations to suffer.
The Issuer cannot predict what additional actions rating agencies may take, or what actions it may take in
response to the actions of rating agencies.

Because the Issuer uses assumptions to model client behaviour for the purpose of its market risk
calculations, the difference between the realisation and the assumptions may have an adverse impact
on the risk figures and future results.

The Issuer uses assumptions in order to model client behaviour for the risk calculations in its banking books.
Assumptions are used to determine, the interest rate risk profile of savings and current accounts and to
estimate the embedded option risk in the mortgage and investment portfolios. The realisation or use of
different assumptions to determine client behaviour could have a material adverse effect on the calculated risk
figures and, ultimately, future results.

The Issuer may be unable to manage its risks successfully through derivatives.

The Issuer employs various economic hedging strategies with the objective of mitigating the market risks that
are inherent in its business and operations. These risks include currency fluctuations, changes in the fair value
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of its investments, the impact of interest rates, equity markets and credit spread changes, the occurrence of
credit defaults and changes in client behaviour. The Issuer seeks to control these risks by, among other things,
entering into a number of derivative instruments, such as swaps, options, futures and forward contracts,
including, from time to time, macro hedges for parts of its business, either directly or as a counterparty or as a
credit support provider to affiliate counterparties. Developing an effective strategy for dealing with these risks
is complex, and no strategy can completely insulate the Issuer from risks associated with those fluctuations.
The Issuer’s hedging strategies also rely on assumptions and projections regarding the Issuer’s assets,
liabilities, general market factors and the creditworthiness of the Issuer’s counterparties that may prove to be
incorrect or prove to be inadequate. Accordingly, the Issuer’s hedging activities may not have the desired
beneficial impact on its results of operations or financial condition. Poorly designed strategies or improperly
executed transactions could actually increase its risks and losses. Hedging strategies involve transaction costs
and other costs, and, if the Issuer terminates a hedging arrangement, it may also be required to pay additional
costs, such as transaction fees or breakage costs. There have been periods in the past, and it is likely that there
will be periods in the future, during which the Issuer has incurred or may incur losses on transactions,
possibly significant, after taking into account its hedging strategies. Further, the nature and timing of the
Issuer’s hedging transactions could actually increase the Issuer’s risk and losses. Hedging instruments the
Issuer uses to manage product and other risks might not perform as intended or expected, which could result
in higher (un)realised losses, such as credit value adjustment risks or unexpected profit and loss effects, and
unanticipated cash needs to collateralise or settle such transactions. Adverse market conditions can limit the
availability and increase the costs of hedging instruments, and such costs may not be recovered in the pricing
of the underlying products being hedged. In addition, hedging counterparties may fail to perform their
obligations resulting in unhedged exposures and losses on positions that are not collateralised. As such, the
Issuer’s hedging strategies and the derivatives that the Issuer uses or may use may not adequately mitigate or
offset the risks they intend to cover, and the Issuer’s hedging transactions may result in losses.

The Issuer’s hedging strategy additionally relies on the assumption that hedging counterparties remain able
and willing to provide the hedges required by its strategy. Increased regulation, market shocks, worsening
market conditions (whether due to the ongoing Euro crisis or otherwise), and/or other factors that affect or are
perceived to affect the financial condition, liquidity and creditworthiness of the Issuer may reduce the ability
and/or willingness of such counterparties to engage in hedging contracts with the Issuer and/or other parties,
affecting its overall ability to hedge its risks and adversely affecting its business, operations, financial
condition and liquidity.

The Issuer’s risk management policies and guidelines may prove inadequate for the risks it faces.

The Issuer has developed risk management policies and procedures and will continue to review and develop
these in the future. Nonetheless, its policies and procedures to identify, monitor and manage risks may not be
fully effective, particularly during extremely turbulent times. The methods the Issuer uses to manage, estimate
and measure risk are partly based on historic market behaviour. The methods may, therefore, prove to be
inadequate for predicting future risk exposure, which may be significantly greater than suggested by historical
experience. For instance, these methods may not predict the losses seen in the stressed conditions in recent
periods, and may also not adequately allow prediction of circumstances arising due to government
interventions and stimulus packages, which increase the difficulty of evaluating risks. Other methods for risk
management are based on evaluation of information regarding markets, customers, catastrophic occurrence or
other information that is publicly known or otherwise available to the Issuer. Such information may not
always be accurate, complete, updated or properly evaluated. Management of operational, compliance, legal
and regulatory risks requires, among other things, policies and procedures to record and verify large numbers
of transactions and events. These policies and procedures may not be fully effective.
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ING may be exposed to business, operational, regulatory, reputational and other risks in connection
with climate change.

Climate change is a challenge which may expose ING to significant risks. The perception of climate change
as a risk by civil society, shareholders, governments and other stakeholders continues to increase, including in
relation to the financial sector’s operations and strategy, and international actions, such as the Paris agreement
on CO2 emissions, may also result in financial institutions coming under increased pressure from such
stakeholders regarding the management and disclosure of their climate risks and related lending and
investment activities. Additionally, rising climate change concerns may lead to additional regulation that
could increase the Issuer’s operating costs or negatively impact the profitability of its investments. There may
be substantial costs in complying with current or future laws and regulations relating to climate change. Any
of these risks may result in changes in the Issuer’s business activities or other liabilities or costs, including
exposure to reputational risks, any of which may have a material and adverse impact on its business, results of
operation or financial condition.

Operational risks, such as systems disruptions or failures, breaches of security, cyber attacks, human
error, changes in operational practices or inadequate controls including in respect of third parties
with which the Issuer does business, may adversely impact the Issuer’s business, results of operation
and reputation.

The Issuer faces the risk that the design and operating effectiveness of its controls and procedures may prove
to be inadequate. Operational risks are inherent to the Issuer’s business. The Issuer’s businesses depend on the
ability to process a large number of transactions efficiently and accurately. In addition, the Issuer routinely
transmits, receives and stores personal, confidential and proprietary information by email and other electronic
means. Although the Issuer endeavours to safeguard its systems and processes, losses can result from
inadequately trained or skilled personnel, IT failures (including due to a computer virus or a failure to
anticipate or prevent cyber attacks or other attempts to gain unauthorised access to digital systems for
purposes of misappropriating assets or sensitive information, corrupting data, or impairing operational
performance, or security breaches by third parties), inadequate or failed internal control processes and
systems, regulatory breaches, human errors, employee misconduct, including fraud, or from natural disasters
or other external events that interrupt normal business operations. The Issuer depends on the secure
processing, storage and transmission of confidential and other information in its computer systems and
networks. The equipment and software used in the Issuer’s computer systems and networks may not always
be capable of processing, storing or transmitting information as expected. Despite the Issuer’s business
continuity plans and procedures, certain of the Issuer’s computer systems and networks may have insufficient
recovery capabilities in the event of a malfunction or loss of data. The Issuer is currently in the process of
replacing its IT/operational systems in some of its subsidiaries as contemplated by its Think Forward strategy
and any failure or delay in implementation or integration of the new IT/operational systems on the anticipated
time schedule or a failure of these systems to operate as anticipated could affect the Issuer’s ability to
efficiently serve its clients, process, store or transmit information as well as its ability to implement its Think
Forward strategy in the manner and time frame currently contemplated. Like other financial institutions and
global companies, the Issuer is regularly the target of attempted cyber attacks, particularly threats from
Distributed Denial of Service (DDoS), targeted attacks (also called Advanced Persistent Threats) and
Ransomware intensify worldwide, and attempts to gain unauthorised access, and the techniques used for such
attacks are increasingly sophisticated. The Issuer has faced, and expect this trend to continue, an increasing
number of attempted cyber attacks as the Issuer has expanded its mobile- and other internet-based products
and services, as well as its usage of mobile and cloud technologies. In addition, due to the Issuer’s
interconnectivity with third-party vendors, exchanges, clearing houses, financial institutions and other third
parties, the Issuer could be adversely impacted if any of them is subject to a successful cyber attack or other
information security event. Whilst the Issuer has policies and processes to protect its systems and networks,
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and strives to continuously monitor and develop them to protect its technology infrastructure and data from
misappropriation, they may be vulnerable to unauthorised access, computer viruses or other malicious code,
cyber attacks and other external attacks or internal breaches that could have a security impact and jeopardise
the Issuer’s confidential information or that of its clients or its counterparties. These events can potentially
result in financial loss and harm to the Issuer’s reputation, hinder its operational effectiveness, result in
regulatory censure, and could have a material adverse effect on its business, reputation, revenues, results of
operations, financial condition and prospects.

Widespread outbreaks of communicable diseases may impact the health of the Issuer’s employees, increasing
absenteeism, or may cause a significant increase in the utilisation of health benefits offered to its employees,
either or both of which could adversely impact its business. In addition, other events including unforeseeable
and/or catastrophic events can lead to an abrupt interruption of activities, and the Issuer’s operations may be
subject to losses resulting from such disruptions. Losses can result from destruction or impairment of
property, financial assets, trading positions, and the loss of key personnel. If the Issuer’s business continuity
plans are not able to be implemented, are not effective or do not sufficiently take such events into account,
losses may increase further.

The Issuer is subject to a variety of regulatory risks as a result of its operations in certain countries.

In certain countries in which the Issuer operates, judiciary and dispute resolution systems may be less
developed. As a result, in case of a breach of contract, the Issuer may have difficulties in making and
enforcing claims against contractual counterparties and, if claims are made against the Issuer, it might
encounter difficulties in mounting a defence against such allegations. If the Issuer becomes party to legal
proceedings in a market with an insufficiently developed judicial system, it could have an adverse effect on its
operations and net results.

In addition, as a result of the Issuer’s operations in certain countries, it is subject to risks of possible
nationalisation, expropriation, price controls, exchange controls and other restrictive government actions, as
well as the outbreak of hostilities and/or war, in these markets. Furthermore, the current economic
environment in certain countries in which the Issuer operates may increase the likelihood for regulatory
initiatives to enhance consumer protection or to protect homeowners from foreclosures. Any such regulatory
initiative could have an adverse impact on the Issuer’s ability to protect its economic interest, for instance in
the event of defaults on residential mortgages.

The Issuer may be unable to retain key personnel.

As a financial services enterprise with a decentralised management structure, the Issuer relies to a
considerable extent on the quality of local management in the various countries in which it operates. The
success of the Issuer’s operations is dependent, among other things, on its ability to attract and retain highly
qualified personnel. Competition for key personnel in most countries in which the Issuer operates is intense.
The Issuer’s ability to attract and retain key personnel, in particular in areas such as technology and
operational management, client relationship management, finance, risk and product development, is
dependent on a number of factors, including prevailing market conditions and compensation packages offered
by companies competing for the same talent.

As part of their responses to the financial crisis of 2008, the EC and national governments throughout Europe
have introduced and are expected to continue introducing various legislative initiatives that aim to ensure that
financial institutions’ remuneration policies and practices are consistent with and promote sound and effective
risk management, and impose restrictions on the remuneration of personnel, with a focus on risk alignment of
performance-related remuneration. Such initiatives include, among others, measures set out in Directive
2013/36/EU (CRD IV) the Guidelines on Remuneration Policies and Practices published by (the predecessor
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of) the European Banking Authority, the Regulation of the DNB on Sound Remuneration Policies (Regeling
beheerst beloningsbeleid Wft 2014), the Dutch law with respect to the limitation of liability of the DNB and
AFM and the prohibition of the payment of variable remuneration to board members and day-to-day policy
makers of financial institutions that receive state aid (Wet aansprakelijkheidsbeperking DNB en AFM en
bonusverbod staatsgesteunde ondernemingen) and the Dutch Law on Remuneration Policies of Financial
Undertakings (Wet beloningsbeleid financiéle ondernemingen, “Wbfo”). Currently, implementation of the
CRD 1V rules varies significantly across the various Member States. The proportionality principle that allows
for a minimum threshold for deferrals and pay-out in financial instruments to identified staff is applied
differently in the various European countries. For instance, in the Netherlands a threshold of €10,000 is
applied; in Germany €50,000; in Belgium €75,000 and in the UK £500,000. This creates a situation where
there is no level playing field. In addition, the Wbfo has introduced a variable remuneration cap of 20% of
base salary for employees working in the financial sector in the Netherlands. Employees can be exempted and
receive variable remuneration up to the Wbfo individual cap of 100%, provided that the average pay-out for
the whole group does not exceed 20% of the collective base salaries. For this group, as well as for persons
working outside the Netherlands exceptions are possible, in line with CRD IV, but only under strict
conditions. In addition, the Wbfo limits exit compensation , retention compensation and guaranteed variable
remuneration. The introduction of the Wbfo has created an unlevel playing field in the Netherlands for ING
due to the fact that branch offices in the Netherlands of financial institutions that fall under CRD IV (i.e. that
have their corporate seat in another EER country) are not limited to the 20% cap but can apply to the higher
CRD 1V caps (e.g. 100%, or up to 200% with shareholder approval).

Since the financial crisis, the Issuer has adapted its remuneration policies to the new national and international
standards. Since the full repayment of the state aid by ING in 2014, the total remuneration package for the
Executive Board members has been slightly increased, however, it remains significantly below the median of
its EURO Stoxx 50 benchmark, which is made up of similar European financial and non-financial institutions.
The total direct compensation of the CEO is significantly below the median of the CEO benchmark.

The (increasing) restrictions on remuneration will continue to have an impact on the Issuer’s existing
remuneration policies and individual remuneration packages for personnel. This may restrict the Issuer’s
ability to offer competitive compensation compared with companies (financial and/or non-financial) that are
not subject to such restrictions and it could adversely affect the Issuer’s ability to retain or attract key
personnel.

The Issuer may incur further liabilities in respect of its defined benefit retirement plans if the value of
plan assets is not sufficient to cover potential obligations, including as a result of differences between
results and underlying actuarial assumptions and models.

The Issuer’s group companies operate various defined benefit retirement plans covering a number of their
employees. The liability recognised in the Issuer’s consolidated balance sheet in respect of the Issuer’s
defined benefit plans is the present value of the defined benefit obligations at the balance sheet date, less the
fair value of each plan’s assets, together with adjustments for unrecognised actuarial gains and losses and
unrecognised past service costs. The Issuer determines its defined benefit plan obligations based on internal
and external actuarial models and calculations using the projected unit credit method. Inherent in these
actuarial models are assumptions, including on discount rates, rates of increase in future salary and benefit
levels, mortality rates, trend rates in healthcare costs, consumer price index, and the expected return on plan
assets. These assumptions are based on available market data and the historical performance of plan assets,
and are updated annually. Nevertheless, the actuarial assumptions may differ significantly from actual results
due to changes in market conditions, economic and mortality trends and other assumptions. Any changes in
these assumptions could have a significant impact on the Issuer’s present and future liabilities to and costs
associated with the Issuer’s defined benefit retirement plans.
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Adverse publicity, claims and allegations, litigation and regulatory investigations and sanctions may
have a material adverse effect on the Issuer’s business, revenues, results of operations, financial
condition and/or prospects.

The Issuer is involved in governmental, regulatory, arbitration and legal proceedings and investigations
involving claims by and against it which arise in the ordinary course its business, including in connection with
its activities as financial services provider, employer, investor and taxpayer. Financial reporting irregularities
involving other large and well-known companies, possible findings of government authorities in various
jurisdictions which are investigating several rate-setting processes, notifications made by whistleblowers,
increasing regulatory and law enforcement scrutiny of “know your customer” anti-money laundering, tax
evasion, prohibited transactions with countries or persons subject to sanctions, and bribery or other anti-
corruption measures and anti-terrorist-financing procedures and their effectiveness, regulatory investigations
of the banking industry, and litigation that arises from the failure or perceived failure by the Issuer to comply
with legal, regulatory, tax and compliance requirements, could result in adverse publicity and reputational
harm, lead to increased regulatory supervision, affect the Issuer’s ability to attract and retain customers and
maintain access to the capital markets, result in cease and desist orders, claims, enforcement actions, fines and
civil and criminal penalties or other disciplinary action, or have other material adverse effects on the Issuer in
ways that are not predictable. Some claims and allegations may be brought by or on behalf of a class and
claimants may seek large or indeterminate amounts of damages, including compensatory, liquidated, treble
and punitive damages. See “The Issuer is exposed to the risk of claims from customers who feel misled or
treated unfairly because of advice or information received.”. The Issuer’s reserves for litigation liabilities may
prove to be inadequate. Claims and allegations, should they become public, need not be well founded, true or
successful to have a negative impact on the Issuer’s reputation. In addition, press reports and other public
statements that assert some form of wrongdoing could result in inquiries or investigations by regulators,
legislators and law enforcement officials, and responding to these inquiries and investigations, regardless of
their ultimate outcome, is time-consuming and expensive. Adverse publicity, claims and allegations, litigation
and regulatory investigations and sanctions may have a material adverse effect on the Issuer’s business,
revenues, results of operations, financial condition and/or prospects in any given period. For additional
information with respect to specific proceedings, see “General Information — Litigation”.

The Issuer may not be able to protect its intellectual property and may be subject to infringement
claims by third parties, which may have a material adverse effect on the Issuer’s business and results
of operations.

In the conduct of the Issuer’s business it relies on a combination of contractual rights with third parties and
copyright, trademark, trade name, patent and trade secret laws to establish and protect its intellectual property.
Although it endeavours to protect its rights, third parties may infringe or misappropriate its intellectual
property. The Issuer may have to litigate to enforce and protect its copyrights, trademarks, trade names,
patents, trade secrets and know-how or to determine their scope, validity or enforceability. In that event, the
Issuer may be required to incur significant costs, and its efforts may not prove successful. The inability to
secure or protect the Issuer’s intellectual property assets could have a material adverse effect on its business
and its ability to compete.

The Issuer may also be subject to claims made by third parties for (1) patent, trade mark or copyright
infringement, (2) breach of copyright, trade mark or licence usage rights, or (3) misappropriation of trade
secrets. Any such claims and any resulting litigation could result in significant expense and liability for
damages. If the Issuer was found to have infringed or misappropriated a third-party patent or other intellectual
property right, it could in some circumstances be enjoined from providing certain products or services to its
customers or from utilising and benefiting from certain methods, processes, copyrights, trademarks, trade
secrets or licences. Alternatively, it could be required to enter into costly licensing arrangements with third
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parties or to implement a costly workaround. Any of these scenarios could have a material adverse effect on
the Issuer’s business and results of operations.

The Issuer is exposed to the risk of claims from customers who feel misled or treated unfairly because
of advice or information received.

The Issuer’s, banking, products and advice services for third-party products are exposed to claims from
customers who might allege that they have received misleading advice or other information from advisers
(both internal and external) as to which products were most appropriate for them, or that the terms and
conditions of the products, the nature of the products or the circumstances under which the products were
sold, were misrepresented to them. When new financial products are brought to the market, the Issuer engages
in a multidisciplinary product approval process in connection with the development of such products,
including production of appropriate marketing and communication materials. Notwithstanding these
processes, customers may make claims against the Issuer if the products do not meet their expectations.
Customer protection regulations, as well as changes in interpretation and perception by both the public at
large and governmental authorities of acceptable market practices, influence customer expectations.

Products distributed through person-to-person sales forces have a higher exposure to such claims as the sales
forces provide face-to-face financial planning and advisory services. Complaints may also arise if customers
feel that they have not been treated reasonably or fairly, or that the duty of care has not been complied with.
While a considerable amount of time and resources have been invested in reviewing and assessing historical
sales practices and products that were sold in the past, and in the maintenance of effective risk management,
legal and compliance procedures to monitor current sales practices, there can be no assurance that all of the
issues associated with current and historical sales practices have been or will be identified, nor that any issues
already identified will not be more widespread than presently estimated.

The negative publicity associated with any sales practices, any compensation payable in respect of any such
issues and regulatory changes resulting from such issues, has had and could have a material adverse effect on
the Issuer’s business, reputation, revenues, results of operations, financial condition and prospects. For
additional information with respect to specific proceedings, see “General Information — Litigation”.

Changes in Dutch fiscal unity regime as a result of the recent judgement of the Court of Justice of the
European Union.

On 22 February 2018, the Court of Justice of the European Union ruled in the joined cases X BV (Case C-
398/16) and X NV (Case C-399/16) that certain elements of the Dutch fiscal unity regime for corporate
income tax purposes are to be considered an unjustified violation of the freedom of establishment and are
therefore contrary to European Union law.

As a result, previously announced emergency legislation, changing the Dutch fiscal unity regime, will most
likely enter into force with retroactive effect as from 25 October 2017 at 11:00 am (Central European Time).
The wording of this reparatory legislation has not yet been made public. It is expected that a legislative
proposal will be sent to Parliament in the second quarter of 2018. This reparatory legislation can have an
impact on the tax position of the Issuer and the group companies included in its fiscal unity (headed by the
Issuer).
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DESCRIPTION OF ING GROEP N.V.

Profile

ING Groep N.V., also called “ING Group”, is the holding company of a broad spectrum of companies
(together called “ING”). ING Groep N.V. is a listed company and holds all shares of ING Bank N.V., which is
a non-listed 100% subsidiary of ING Groep N.V.

ING is a holding company incorporated in 1991 under the laws of the Netherlands. ING currently is a global
financial institution with a strong European base, offering banking services. ING draws on its experience and
expertise, its commitment to excellent service and its global scale to meet the needs of a broad customer base,
comprising individuals, families, small businesses, large corporations, institutions and governments. ING
serves more than 37 million customers in over 40 countries. ING has more than 54,000 employees.

ING Bank

ING Bank currently offers retail banking services to individuals, small and medium-sized enterprises
(“SMEs”) and mid-corporates in Europe, Asia and Australia and wholesale banking services to customers
around the world, including multinational corporations, governments, financial institutions and supranational
organisations. ING Bank currently serves more than 37 million customers through an extensive network in
more than 40 countries. ING Bank has more than 54,000 employees.

ING Bank’s purpose is to empower customers to stay a step ahead in life and in business. Its strengths include
a well-known, strong brand with positive recognition from customers in many countries, a strong financial
position, an omnichannel distribution strategy and an international network. Moreover, ING is currently
among the leaders in the Dow Jones Sustainability Index ‘Banks industry’ group.

ING Bank’s reporting structure reflects the two main business lines through which it is active: Retail Banking
and Wholesale Banking.

ING Bank has defined three categories of markets in which it intends to compete: Market Leaders,
Challengers and Growth markets. ING Bank’s aim is to become the primary bank for more customers in these
markets through growing the share of payment accounts in Retail Banking and with anchor products, such as
lending and transaction services, in Wholesale Banking.

Market Leaders are ING Bank’s businesses in mature markets in the Benelux where it has strong market
positions in retail and wholesale banking. ING Bank is implementing an operational integration of Belgium
and the Netherlands as part of its strategy to provide a uniform customer experience based on a digital-first
model, enhance operational excellence and create greater cost efficiency.

Challengers are ING Bank’s businesses in markets where it aims to build a full banking relationship digitally
distributed at low cost via platforms like Model Bank, which it is developing for several European banking
markets, and Welcome, in Germany. ING Bank is also using its direct banking experience to grow the lending
business at low cost in areas like consumer and SME lending. And it is using its strong savings franchises to
fund expansion of Wholesale Banking in these markets.

Growth Markets are businesses with a full range of retail and wholesale banking services in markets with
expanding economies and strong growth potential. ING Bank is investing to achieve sustainable franchises
and will focus on digital leadership by converging to the direct-first model and prioritising innovation.
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Retail Banking

Retail Banking provides banking services to individuals, SMEs and mid-corporates in Europe, Asia and
Australia. A full range of products and services is provided, albeit offerings may vary according to local
demand.

Retail Banking operates in a variety of markets within the three market categories mentioned above: Market
Leaders, Challengers and Growth Markets. In all markets ING pursues a digital-first approach, complemented
by advice when needed, with omnichannel contact and distribution possibilities. In most of its markets Retail
Banking offers a full range of retail banking products and services, covering payments, savings, investments
and secured and unsecured lending.

Wholesale Banking

ING Wholesale Banking is a primary-relationship driven European wholesale bank with global reach. It has
an extensive international network of offices in more than 40 countries across Europe, the Americas, Asia and
Australia. ING Wholesale Banking’s global franchises in Industry Lending, General Lending, Transaction
Services and Financial Markets serve a range of organisations, including corporates, multinational
corporations, financial institutions, governments and supranational bodies.

ING Wholesale Banking helps its clients to meet their ambitions, either in a specific area of expertise or
geography. It aims to provide a differentiating and seamless client experience through new technologies and
services across the globe. ING Bank’s lending capabilities are at the heart of most client relationships. ING
Wholesale Banking continues to grow Industry Lending by supporting clients with sector expertise and in-
depth knowledge of their business. Transaction Services offers clients expertise in international payments and
cash management, trade finance services and working capital solutions. Financial Markets, as the bank’s
gateway to global professional markets, serves ING Bank’s clients from treasury through to capital markets,
providing risk management and structured financial products.

In addition to the basic banking services of lending, payments and cash management, and treasury, ING
Wholesale Banking provides tailored banking solutions in areas including corporate finance, commercial
finance (factoring), equity markets and debt capital markets to help its clients achieve their business goals.
ING Wholesale Banking supports clients in realising their sustainability ambitions.

Incorporation and history

ING Groep N.V. was incorporated under Dutch law in the Netherlands on 21 January 1991 for an indefinite
duration in the form of a public limited company (raamloze vennootschap) as Internationale Nederlanden
Groep N.V.,, also known as ING Group.

ING Group is the result of the merger between NMB Postbank Group and Nationale-Nederlanden in 1991.
NMB Bank and Postbank, two leading Dutch banks, merged in 1989. The legal name of NMB Bank as
holding company for the merged entities was changed into NMB Postbank Groep N.V. On 4 March 1991,
NMB Postbank Groep N.V. merged with Nationale-Nederlanden N.V., the largest Dutch insurance group. On
that date the newly formed holding company Internationale Nederlanden Groep N.V. honoured its offer to
exchange the shares of NMB Postbank Groep N.V. and of Nationale-Nederlanden N.V. NMB Postbank Groep
N.V. and Nationale-Nederlanden N.V. continued as sub-holding companies of Internationale Nederlanden
Groep N.V. An operational management structure ensured a close co-operation between the banking and
insurance activities, strategically as well as commercially. The sub-holding companies remained legally
separate. After interim changes of name, the statutory names of the above-mentioned companies were
changed into ING Groep N.V., ING Bank N.V. and ING Verzekeringen N.V. on 1 December 1995.
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On 26 October 2009, ING announced that it would move towards a separation of its banking and insurance
operations, clarifying the strategic direction for ING Bank and NN Group going forward. In April 2016, ING
completed the divestment of its insurance business through the sale of its remaining stake in NN Group.

The registered office is at Bijlmerplein 888, 1102 MG Amsterdam, the Netherlands (telephone number: +31
20 563 9111). ING Groep N.V. is registered with the Dutch Trade Register of the Chamber of Commerce
under no. 33231073 and its corporate seat is in Amsterdam, the Netherlands. The legal entity identifier (LEI)
of ING Groep N.V. is 549300NYKKIMWM7GGW15. The Articles of Association of ING Groep N.V. were
last amended by notarial deed executed on 26 July 2016. According to article 3 of the Articles of Association
the object of ING Groep N.V. is to participate in, manage, finance, furnish personal or real security for the
obligations of, and provide services to, other enterprises and institutions of any kind, but in particular
enterprises and institutions which are active in the field of lending, the financial markets, investment and/or
other financial services, and to engage in any activity which may be related or conducive to the foregoing.

Supervisory Board and Executive Board

ING Group has a two-tier board system, consisting of a Supervisory Board and an Executive Board. All
members of the Supervisory Board, with the exception of Eric Boyer de la Giroday, are independent within
the meaning of the Code. Eric Boyer de la Giroday is not to be regarded as independent within the meaning of
the Code because of his position as chairman of the Board of Directors of ING Belgium SA/NV and his
former positions as a member of the Executive Board of ING Group and vice-chairman of Management
Board Banking of ING Bank N.V. The task of the Supervisory Board is to supervise the policy of the
Executive Board and the general course of events at the Issuer and to assist the Executive Board by providing
advice. The Executive Board is responsible for the daily management of the Issuer.

The composition of the Supervisory Board and the Executive Board of ING Groep N.V. is as follows:

. Supervisory Board: J. (Jeroen) van der Veer (chairman), H.J.M. (Hermann-Josef) Lamberti (vice-
chairman), J.P. (Jan Peter) Balkenende, E.F.C.B. (Eric) Boyer de la Giroday, H.W. (Henk) Breukink,
M. (Mariana) Gheorghe, M. (Margarete) Haase*, Robert W.P. Reibestein and G.J. (Hans) Wijers.

. Executive Board: R.A.J.G. (Ralph) Hamers (chairman), J.V. (Koos) Timmermans (CFO) and S.J.A.
(Steven) van Rijswijk (CRO).

* Will become a member of the Supervisory Board as of 1 May 2018, as further described below

The business address of all members of the Supervisory Board and the Executive Board is: ING Groep N.V.,
Bijlmerplein 888, P.O. Box 1800, 1000 BV Amsterdam, the Netherlands.

In order to avoid potential conflicts of interest, ING has a policy that members of its Executive Board do not
accept corporate directorships with listed companies outside ING. As a result, and given the different fields of
business of each company, ING believes that there is no potential conflict of interests.

Details of relationships that members of the Executive Board may have with ING Group subsidiaries as
ordinary, private individuals are not reported, with the exception of information on any loans that may have
been granted to them. In all these cases, the company complies with the best-practice provisions of the Code.

There are no potential conflicts of interest between any duties owed by the members of the Supervisory Board
or the Executive Board to the Issuer and any private interests or other duties which such persons may have.

Listed below are the most relevant ancillary positions performed by members of the Supervisory Board
outside ING.
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Veer, J. van der

Chairman of the Supervisory Board of Philips N.V.

Member of the Supervisory Board of Koninklijke Boskalis Westminster N.V.
Member of the Board of Directors of Statoil ASA

Chairman of Het Concertgebouw Fonds (foundation)

Chairman of the Supervisory Council of Nederlands Openluchtmuseum
Chairman of the Supervisory Council at the Delft University of Technology

Senior advisor at Mazarine Energy B.V.

Boyer de la Giroday, E.F.C.B.
Chairman of the Board of Directors ING Belgium S.A./N.V.

Non-Executive Director of the Board of the Directors of the Instituts Internationaux de Physique et de Chimie
fondés par Ernest Solvay, asbl

Breukink, H.W.

Non-executive director of Brink Groep B.V.

Executive Director of Executive Development Dialogue B.V.

Gheorge, M.
Chief executive officer of OMYV Petrom S.A., Romania

Chairman of the Supervisory Board of OMV Petrom Marketing
Chairman of the Supervisory Board of OMV Petrom Gas

Member of the Supervisory Board of OMV Petrom Global Solutions

Haase, M.

Chief financial officer and member of the Executive Board of Deutz AG

Member of the Supervisory Board and chairwoman of the Audit Committee of Fraport AG

Member of the Supervisory Board and chairwoman of the Audit Committee of ZF Friedrichshafen AG
Chairwoman of the employers association of Kélnmetall

Member of the German Corporate Governance Commission

Lamberti, H-J.M.

Non-Executive member of the Board of Directors Airbus Group N.V.
Chairman of the Supervisory Board of Addiko Bank

Director of Frankfurt Technology Management GmbH

Balkenende, J.P.

Professor of governance, institutions and internationalisation at Erasmus University Rotterdam (the
Netherlands)

External senior adviser to Ernst & Young

37



Chairman of the Advisory Board of International Advisory Board (IAB) Rotterdam (the Netherlands)
Member of the Supervisory Board of Goldschmeding Foundation
Chairman of the Board Maatschappelijke Alliantie (the Netherlands)

Chairman of the Advisory Board of Noaber Foundation

Reibestein, R.W.P.
Member of the Supervisory Board of IMC B.V.

Member of the Supervisory Board of Stichting World Wildlife Fund (the Netherlands)

Wijers, G.J.
Chairman of the Supervisory Board and chairman of the preparatory committee and selection & appointment
committee of Heineken N. V.

Non-executive director and deputy chairman of the Board of Directors and chairman of the corporate and
social responsibility committee of Royal Dutch Shell Plc

Member of the Supervisory Board of Hal Investments Plc
Chairman of the Supervisory Board of Het Concertgebouw N.V.
Chairman of the Board of Vereniging Natuurmonumenten (the Netherlands)

As at 31 December 2017, Hermann-Josef Lamberti holds one executive and three non-executive positions. As
per section 91 of CRD 1V, this exceeds the maximum of (non-)executive positions allowed for (under Section
3:8 of the Dutch Financial Supervision Act), i.e. one non-executive position too many. In consultation with
the ECB and based on the aforementioned article a request has been submitted to the ECB to authorise
Hermann-Josef Lamberti to hold one additional non-executive position in order to comply with the board
limitation rules.

Supervisory Board committees

The Supervisory Board has four standing committees: the Audit Committee, the Risk Committee, the
Remuneration Committee and the Nomination and Corporate Governance Committee (combined).

The organisation, powers and conduct of the Supervisory Board are detailed in the Supervisory Board Charter.
Separate charters have been drawn up for the Audit Committee, the Risk Committee, the Remuneration
Committee and the Nomination and Corporate Governance Committee. These charters are available on the
website of ING Group (www.ing.com) (but are not incorporated by reference in, and do not form part of, this
Registration Document). A short description of the duties for the four Committees follows below.

The Audit Committee consists of at least four members and meets at least four times a year. The Audit
Committee assists the Supervisory Board in monitoring the integrity of the financial statements of ING Group
N.V. and ING Bank N.V,, in monitoring the compliance with legal and regulatory requirements, and in
monitoring the independence and performance of ING’s internal and external auditors.

The members of the Audit Committee are: Hermann Lamberti (chairman), Eric Boyer, Margarete Haase (as
observer), Hans Wijers and Robert Reibestein.

Following the unforeseen departure in September 2015 of Carin Gorter, the Supervisory Board has
determined that no member of the Audit Committee is an “audit committee financial expert” as defined by the
SEC. The Supervisory Board subsequently sought to identify further members of the Audit Committee who
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would also qualify as an “audit committee financial expert” as defined by the SEC. This resulted in the
proposed appointment of Margarete Haase; the Supervisory Board has determined that she is an “audit
committee financial expert” as defined by the SEC. Margarete Haase was appointed as a member of the
Supervisory Board at the General Meeting in May 2017.

In light of the planned reduction of the number of her directorships at other companies, the appointment of
Margarete Haase will become effective as per 1 May 2018 (as decided by the Supervisory Board in January
2018). Following the effectiveness of her appointment, Margarete Haase will also be a member of the Audit
Committee. Since 1 October 2017, Margarete Haase has been present as an observer at the meetings of the
Audit Committee and the Supervisory Board. Eric Boyer de la Giroday is a financial expert as defined in the
Dutch Corporate Governance Code considering his academic background as well as his knowledge and
experience in his previous role as board member and vice-chairman of ING Groep N.V. and ING Bank N.V.

The Risk Committee consists of at least three members. The Risk Committee assists and advises the
Supervisory Board in monitoring the risk profile of the company as well as the structure and operation of the
internal risk management and control systems. The members of the Risk Committee are: Robert Reibestein
(chairman), Eric Boyer, Mariana Gheorghe, Hermann Lamberti, Jan Peter Balkenende and Jeroen van der
Veer.

The Remuneration Committee is to comprise of at least three members and meets at least twice a year. The
Remuneration Committee advises the Supervisory Board, among other things, on the terms and conditions of
employment (including their remuneration) of Executive Board members and the policies and general
principles on which the terms and conditions of employment of Executive Board members and of senior
managers of ING and its subsidiaries are based. The members of the Remuneration Committee are: Henk
Breukink (chairman), Robert Reibestein, Hans Wijers and Jeroen van der Veer.

The Nomination and Corporate Governance Committee convenes at least twice a year and consists of at least
three members. The Nomination Committee advises the Supervisory Board, among other things, on the
composition of the Supervisory Board and Executive Board, assists the Supervisory Board in monitoring and
evaluating the corporate governance of ING as a whole and the reporting thereon in the Annual Report and to
the General Meeting, and advises the Supervisory Board on improvements. The members of the Nomination
and Corporate Governance Committee are: Jeroen van der Veer (chairman), Henk Breukink and Hans Wijers.

Five-Year Key Consolidated Figures for ING Groep N.V.:

IFRS-EU Consolidated Income Statement Data

For the years ended

2017 2016 2015 2014 2013

(in millions EUR except amounts per share and ratios)

Continuing operations

Interest iINCOME .....c..cevvereeerererieireneeenes 43,958 44,182 46,321 48,169 51,394

Interest eXpense ........oceeevevereerienenieiienenens 30,244 30,941 33,760 35,865 39,693
Net interest iINCOME.........cocvveeeerveeeeireeeereeeennen. 13,714 13,241 12,561 12,304 11,701
Net commission iNCOME .........ccceeevvvreecveeeennnen. 2,710 2,433 2,318 2,293 2,204
Investment and Other income...........cc..coun..... 1,349 1,817 1,966 963 1,385
Total income................coevveeeiieeiiiiieeireeenee, 17,773 17,491 16,845 15,560 15,290
Operating EXpenSes........eevevererrereeererereerennens 9,829 10,614 9,326 10,259 8,834
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For the years ended

2017 2016 2015 2014 2013

(in millions EUR except amounts per share and ratios)

Addition to loan loss provisions ...................... 676 974 1,347 1,594 2,289
Total expenditures ..............cccoccoevininiinencnn. 10,505 11,588 10,673 11,853 11,123
Result before tax ..., 7,268 5,903 6,172 3,707 4,167
TaAXATION ottt 2,281 1,618 1,637 971 1,037
Net result from continuing operations ......... 4,987 4,285 4,535 2,736 3,130
Net result from discontinued operations...... 441 (122) (1,296) 680
Non-controlling interests from continuing and

discontinued operations ...........cccceevereeeeenennenne 82 75 403 189 265
Net result ING Group IFRS-EU................... 4,905 4,651 4,010 1,251 3,545
Addition to shareholders’ equity .................. 2,302 2,091 1,491 787 3,545
Dividend .........ccooooeiiiiiieen 2,603 2,560 2,519 464

Basic earnings per share..................c.ccceceei. 1.26 1.20 1.04 0.13 0.79
Diluted earnings per share..............c............ 1.26 1.20 1.03 0.13 0.79
Dividend per share.................ccccoooeniiinnnnn. 0.67 0.66 0.65 0.12

Number of Ordinary Shares outstanding
(in Millions).........cocooiiiiniiie 3,884.8 3,877.9 3,868.7 3,854.6 3,836.9

For the year 2017, “Addition to shareholder’s equity” and “Dividend” are provisional and are expected to be
ratified at the General Meeting of Shareholders on 23 April 2018. Basic earnings per share amounts have been
calculated based on the weighted average number of Ordinary Shares outstanding and Shareholders’ equity
per share amounts have been calculated based on the number of Ordinary Shares outstanding at the end of the
respective periods. For purposes of this calculation, ING Groep N.V. shares held by Group companies are
deducted from the total number of Ordinary Shares in issue. The effect of dilutive securities is adjusted as
well.

Share capital and cumulative preference shares

The authorised share capital of ING Groep N.V. amounted to EUR 193 million at 30 March 2018, consisting
of 14,729 million ordinary shares with a nominal value of EUR 0.01 each and 4,571 million cumulative
preference shares, with a nominal value of EUR 0.01 each. The issued and paid-up capital amounted to EUR
38.9 million consisting of 3,886 million ordinary shares at 31 December 2017. No cumulative preference
shares have been issued.

Significant Developments In 2017

On 15 February 2017, the Issuer issued EUR 750 million debt instruments in the form of Fixed Rate
Subordinated Notes due 15 February 2029 under its EUR 55 billion Debt Issuance Programme qualifying as
Tier 2 capital under CRD IV / CRR to further strengthen its capital base.

On 9 March 2017, the Issuer issued EUR 1.5 billion debt instruments in the form of Fixed Rate Senior Notes
due 9 March 2022 under its EUR 55 billion Debt Issuance Programme.

On 15 March 2017, the Issuer redeemed USD 1.1 billion 7.20% grandfathered Perpetual Debt Securities.
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On 29 March 2017, the Issuer issued USD 1.5 billion debt instruments in the form of Fixed Rate Senior Notes
due 2022, USD 1.5 billion debt instruments in the form of Fixed Rate Senior Notes due 2027 and USD 1
billion debt instruments in the form of Floating Rate Senior Notes due 2022.

On 30 September 2017, ING redeemed all outstanding USD 522 million of 8.439% non-cumulative
guaranteed trust preferred securities, issued by ING Capital Funding Trust II1.

On 15 October 2017, the Issuer redeemed USD 500 million of 6.2% Perpetual Debt Securities.

On 25 October 2017, the Issuer announced that it had launched ING Ventures, a EUR 300 million fund aimed
at investing in fintech companies.

On 21 December 2017, the Issuer announced that it had been notified of the ECB decision on the 2017
Supervisory Review and Evaluation Process (SREP), setting the common equity Tier 1 requirement for ING
Group at 10.4% in 2018.

On 29 December 2017, the Issuer announced that it completed a participation in a Bank of Beijing share
offering, maintaining its position as the largest shareholder in Bank of Beijing with a stake of 13.0%, down
from 13.6%.

Significant Developments in 2018

On 13 March 2018, the Issuer announced it completed the acquisition of a 75 per cent. stake in Payvision for
EUR 360 million.

On 13 March 2018, the Issuer announced that the ING Group Supervisory Board has taken notice of the
reactions of many Dutch stakeholders following the proposal to amend the Executive Board remuneration
policy as explained in the Annual Report 2017. In light of this, the Supervisory Board has reconsidered the
proposal and has decided to not put it up for a vote at the Annual General Meeting.

ING Strategy

ING’s progress since launching the Think Forward strategy in 2014 confirms that it is heading in the right
direction. With the trends it identified at that time continuing and even intensifying, it is accelerating the
implementation of its strategy to remain relevant for customers in the future and to continue to provide them
with a differentiating experience.

Since the launch of the Think Forward strategy in 2014, ING has achieved strong business growth, increasing
customer numbers and robust financial performance. Its progress on these fronts confirms the relevance of its
strategic direction.

At the heart of the Think Forward strategy is ING’s purpose to empower people to stay a step ahead in life
and in business and the Customer Promise to be clear and easy, available anytime and anywhere, to empower
and to keep getting better.

A healthy increase in customer deposits and strong growth in core lending since the launch of the strategy
show the appeal of its proposition to customers. This has also strengthened ING’s business by providing more
stable and attractive funding, better returns through own-generated assets and more diversified lending
geographically and over segments.

The growth in overall customer numbers is being outpaced by even faster proportional growth in the
important category of retail primary relationships, those customers with a current account and recurring
income and at least one other product with ING. This growth has been spurred by continuous improvements
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to the customer experience, leading to more customer interaction, which in turn helps ING to know customers
better and tailor offerings better to their needs. ING is on track to achieve its ambition to serve 14 million
primary customers by 2020.

Accelerating the Think Forward strategy

ING developed the Think Forward strategy in response to trends that have not only continued to impact its
world and the banking industry but which it now sees intensifying.

Digitalisation is increasing, changing how people interact with service providers and their expectations as
customers. Fintechs and other new entrants to the market are taking advantage of new regulations and the
easy access and low-cost delivery available through the internet to compete for key parts of banks’ value
chains. Tech giants like China’s Alibaba and Tencent (owner of WeChat) now even have full banking licences,
making them direct competitors of banks. And continued low interest rates and increasing regulation are
pressuring banks’ profitability. Banks need to look beyond traditional business models for new ways to offer
value to customers.

ING believes banking products and services are becoming commodities. The only way to differentiate in the
future will be through the customer experience. Customers’ expectations are being set by the personal, instant,
relevant and seamless experience provided by digital platforms like Amazon, Apple, Facebook and Google.
These leaders offer access to platforms where customers connect to one another and to businesses and where
they spend more and more of their time.

To remain relevant to customers ING needs to create a similar experience, one that is uniform wherever and
through whatever channel they do business with it. ING aims to be the go-to and open platform for all its
customers’ financial needs, including providing relevant third-party offerings. And a platform that can
integrate into other digital ecosystems so it is there for customers and other users wherever they need
financial advice and services online.

To achieve this, ING is accelerating its Think Forward strategy and transforming its organisation. Key to this
is working toward one global and scalable IT infrastructure with a modular approach for easy plug-and-play
connections. ING is on course to implement one global approach to data management. And it will support this
with one Way of Working. ING believes this will help it collaborate better across borders and innovate much
faster and at lower cost. As a first step, it is converging businesses with similar customer propositions that can
benefit from economies of scale and a more standardised approach.

Culture is crucial to achieving its ambitions. ING needs a culture that puts the customer at the centre of what
it does. And also one that fosters innovation. It accelerates innovation through ING’s own PACE
methodology, which combines Lean Start-up, Agile Scrum and Design Thinking methods and encourages fast
experimentation based on customer feedback. ING’s annual Innovation Bootcamps also encourage employees
to come up with initiatives to improve the customer experience and compete for seed funding. And ING
partners with numerous fintechs to improve the customer experience and accelerate its own pace of
innovation.

Elements of ING’s strategy

ING’s Think Forward strategy was launched in 2014. This section describes the strategy and includes
references to examples and additional information on how its strategy links to the material topics identified by
ING’s stakeholders.

Strategic priorities
To deliver on its Customer Promise and create a differentiating customer experience, ING Bank has identified
four strategic priorities:
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1. Earn the primary relationship

The better ING knows its customers, the better it will be able to empower them to make smart financial
decisions and continue to be relevant for them. ING Bank can do this best when they do a range of banking
with it and when ING is the bank its customers go to for their daily transactions. ING Bank calls that the
primary relationship. In Retail Banking, it defines the primary relationship as a payment account with
recurrent income and at least one other product with ING. In Wholesale Banking, it aims to increase primary
relationships by increasing its so-called ‘flow’ relationships (e.g. Transaction Services, Working Capital
Solutions and Financial Markets) and the percentage of relationships where it is the client’s lead finance
provider.

2. Develop data analytics

The relationship between banks and their customers is increasingly a digital one. Digitalisation challenges
banks to maintain intimacy with a customer whom they rarely meet face-to-face. But the digital interface also
provides a wealth of data on customers’ preferences and needs that gives banks important insights they can
use to provide the kind of experience customers now expect from businesses they interact with online.
Analytic skills are essential for serving customers in a digital world and also for preventing fraud, improving
operational processes, reducing risks and generating services that go beyond traditional banking. ING
recognises that excelling at data management is a core competency if it is to realise its ambition to create a
personal digital experience for customers. ING is on course to implement one global approach to data
management to ensure it maximises the potential of this key resource. An international Advanced Analytics
team based in Frankfurt and Amsterdam acts as a centre of excellence, and local advanced analytics teams
operate in country and business units. ING’s chief data management officer oversees the implementation of
global data management together with local data officers.

3. Increase the pace of innovation to serve changing customer needs

Evolving customer expectations, new technologies and new competitors are transforming banking. Through
innovation, ING can increase efficiency, improve the customer experience and gain competitive advantage. It
does that, for example, through ING’s own PACE innovation methodology and employee driven Innovation
Bootcamps. To speed up the pace of innovation it also partners with outside parties, including fintechs.

4. Think beyond traditional banking to develop new services and business models

Thinking beyond traditional banking is crucial given that disruption in the banking industry puts a significant
portion of revenues at risk. To be successful, banks need to expand the concept of what a bank is and what it
means to customers. ING’s payments value chain is already under threat from many bank and non-bank
players. It is responding by creating an open digital platform. It will include relevant offers from third parties
and provide a complete financial overview for customers in one place, including of their holdings at other
institutions so they are empowered to make better financial decisions. ING also aims to find ways to be
relevant to customers earlier in their purchasing decision-process, such as not only offering a mortgage, but
also connecting customers via its platform to real estate listings and other things they need when buying a
new house, like insurance, legal advice and even a removal company. ING is developing and looking into
initiatives in numerous beyond banking value spaces, including the circular economy, the ‘silver’ economy
(ageing population), housing and mobility.

Regulation and Supervision

European Regulatory framework

In November 2014, the European Central Bank (ECB) assumed responsibility for a significant part of the
prudential supervision of euro area banking groups in the Eurozone, including ING Bank. Now that the ECB
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has assumed responsibility for the supervision of the banking groups in the Eurozone, it has become ING
Bank’s main supervisor. The ECB is amongst others responsible for tasks such as market access, compliance
with capital and liquidity requirements and governance arrangements. National regulators remain responsible
for supervision of tasks that have not been transferred to the ECB such as financial crime and payment
supervision.

Dutch Regulatory Framework

The Dutch regulatory system for financial supervision consists of prudential supervision — monitoring the
soundness of financial institutions and the financial sector, and conduct-of-business supervision — regulating
institutions’ conduct in the markets. As far as prudential supervision has not been transferred to the ECB, it is
exercised by the DNB, while conduct-of-business supervision is performed by the AFM. DNB is in the lead
with regard to macroprudential supervision. However, the ECB can set higher macroprudential obligations
than proposed by DNB.

Global Regulatory Environment

There are a variety of proposals for laws and regulations that could impact ING Bank globally, in particular
those made by the Financial Stability Board and the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision at the
transnational level, Dodd-Frank in the United States and an expanding series of supranational directives and
national legislation in the European Union. The aggregated impact and possible interaction of all of these
proposals are hard to determine, and it may be difficult to reconcile them where they are not aligned. The
financial industry has also taken initiatives by means of guidelines and self-regulatory initiatives. Examples of
these initiatives are the Dutch Banking Code as established by the Dutch Bankers’ Association, which details
a set of principles on corporate governance, risk management, audit and remuneration that Dutch banks have
to apply on a comply-or-explain basis. Elements of these initiatives may subsequently be incorporated into
legislation, as was the case with the “Banker’s oath” and remuneration principles from the Dutch Banking
Code. The aforementioned “Banker’s oath” is a mandatory oath for all employees in the Netherlands of banks
licensed in the Netherlands, which the Dutch government has introduced, effective per 1 April 2015. In this
oath, the employees of the relevant ING entities, declare that they (i) will perform their duties with integrity
and care (ii) will carefully consider all the interests involved in the company, i.e. those of the customers, the
shareholders, the employees and the society in which the company operates, (iii) in that consideration, will
give paramount importance to the client’s interests and inform the customer to the best of their ability, (iv)
will comply with the laws, regulations and codes of conduct applicable to them, (v) will observe secrecy in
respect of matters entrusted to them, (vi) will not abuse their knowledge, (vii) will act in an open and
assessable manner and know their responsibility towards society and (viii) will endeavour to maintain and
promote confidence in the financial sector. To enforce the oath, non-compliance can be sanctioned by a
special disciplinary court. Moreover, if Executive or Supervisory Board members break the oath, the
supervisory authority (ECB/DNB/AFM) can decide to reassess their suitability.

As mentioned above, a significant change has been made to the supervisory structure within the Eurozone and
in November 2014 the Single Supervisory Mechanism (“SSM”) came into force, a mechanism composed of
national competent authorities and the ECB with the ECB assuming direct responsibility for a significant part
of the prudential supervision of ING Bank and its holding company the Issuer. ING expects to benefit from
the harmonisation of supervision resulting from the SSM but at the same time does not expect such
harmonisation to be fully in place in the short- to mid-term.

Another significant change in the regulatory environment is the setting up of the Single Resolution
Mechanism (“SRM”), which comprises the Single Resolution Board (“SRB”) and the national resolution
authorities and is fully responsible for the resolution of banks within the Eurozone as of 1 January 2016. ING
has been engaging already with the Dutch national resolution authorities for a few years with the aim to draw
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up a resolution plan for ING. ING will continue to work with the SRB to set up a resolution plan for ING. The
rules underpinning the SRM could have a significant impact on business models and capital structure of
financial groups but at this stage it is not clear what the impact on ING’s banking operations will be.

As a third pillar to the Banking Union, the EU has harmonised regulations for Deposit Guarantee Schemes
(“DGS”). Main elements are the creation of ex-ante funded DGS funds, financed by risk-weighted
contributions from banks. As a next step, the EU is discussing a pan-European (or pan-banking union) DGS,
(partly) replacing or complementing national compensation schemes. A more definitive proposal is expected
in 2018.

Dodd-Frank Act

The U.S. Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (“Dodd-Frank Act”), which became
law on 21 July 2010, represented a significant overhaul in the regulation of U.S. financial institutions and
markets. The primary impact on ING Bank is through the establishment of a regulatory regime for the off-
exchange derivatives market, pursuant to Title VII of the Dodd-Frank Act.

Among other things, the Dodd-Frank Act and regulations enacted thereunder required swap dealers to register
with the Commodity Futures Trading Commission (the “CFTC”, the primary swaps regulator in the U.S.) as
‘swap dealers’ or ‘major swap participants’ and be subject to CFTC regulation and oversight. The ING
subsidiary, ING Capital Markets LLC, is registered as a swap dealer. As a registered entity, it is subject to
business conduct, record-keeping and reporting requirements, as well as capital and margin requirements. In
addition to the obligations imposed on registrants, such as swap dealers, reporting, clearing, and on-facility
trading requirements have been imposed for much of the off-exchange derivatives market. It is possible that
registration, execution, clearing and compliance requirements will increase the costs of and restrict
participation in the derivative markets. These rules (as well as further regulations, some of which are not yet
final) could therefore restrict trading activity, reducing trading opportunities and market liquidity, potentially
increasing the cost of hedging transactions and the volatility of the relevant markets. This could adversely
affect the business of ING in these markets.

The Dodd-Frank Act also impacts U.S. banks and non-U.S. banks with branches or agencies in the United
States. The primary impacts are through the Volcker Rule and Section 165 of the Dodd-Frank Act.

The Volcker Rule imposes limitation on U.S. banks, the U.S. branches of non-U.S. banks, and the affiliates of
either, on proprietary trading and on the sponsoring and investing in hedge funds and private equity funds.

Among other things, Section 165 of the Dodd-Frank Act imposes capital, liquidity, stress-testing, and risk
management requirements on most U.S. banking and non-banking operations of large non-U.S. banking
organisations with U.S. branches or agencies. Those with U.S. non-banking assets of $50 billion or more also
must establish an intermediate holding company as the top-level holding company for the organisation’s U.S.
non-banking entities. This intermediate holding company is regulated in a manner similar to a U.S. bank
holding company.

The Dodd-Frank Act also created a new agency, the Financial Stability Oversight Council (“FSOC”), an inter-
agency body that is responsible for monitoring the activities of the U.S. financial system, designating
systemically significant financial services firms and recommending a framework for substantially increased
regulation of such firms, including systemically important non-bank financial companies that could consist of
securities firms, insurance companies and other providers of financial services, including non-U.S.
companies. The consequences of being designated a systemically important non-bank financial company
could be significant, including having subsidiaries supervised by the Federal Reserve Board, and being
subject to heightened prudential standards, including minimum capital requirements, liquidity standards,
short-term debt limits, credit exposure requirements, management interlock prohibitions, maintenance of
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resolution plans, stress testing, and other restrictions. ING or any part thereof (such as its U.S. operations) has
not been designated a systemically significant non-bank financial company by the FSOC and such a
designation is deemed unlikely.

The Dodd-Frank Act also imposes a number of other requirements, some of which may have a material
impact on ING Bank’s operations and results, as discussed further under “Risk Factors—The Issuer operates
in highly regulated industries. Changes in laws and/or regulations governing financial services or financial
institutions or the application of such laws and/or regulations governing its business may reduce its
profitability”. In 2017, the U.S. Secretary of Treasury issued several reports, after consultation with other
financial regulatory agencies, evaluating, in part, the current financial regulatory framework against core
principles set out by the new U.S. administration. The report has recommended some revisions to Dodd-Frank
and related rules and regulations. The report’s findings may result in the revision, amendment or repeal, in all
or in part, of Dodd-Frank and related rules and regulations and other laws, rules and regulations.

Basel III and European Union Standards as currently applied by ING Bank

DNB, ING Bank’s home country supervisor until the ECB took over that position in November 2014, has
given ING Bank permission to use the most sophisticated approaches for solvency reporting under the
Financial Supervision Act, the Dutch legislation reflecting the Basel II and Basel III Frameworks. DNB has
shared information with host regulators of relevant jurisdictions to come to a joint decision. In all jurisdictions
where the bank operates through a separate legal entity, ING Bank must meet local implementation of Basel
requirements as well. ING Bank uses the Advanced IRB Approach for credit risk, the Internal Model
Approach for its trading book exposures and the Advanced Measurement Approach for operational risk. As of
2009, a Basel I regulatory floor of 80% of Basel I RWA has been applicable. A small number of portfolios are
still reported under the Standardised Approach.

In December 2010, the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision announced higher global minimum capital
standards for banks, and has introduced a new global liquidity standard and a new leverage ratio to be phased
in over 2014-2018. The Committee’s package of reforms, collectively referred to as the “Basel III” rules,
among other requirements, increases the amount of common equity required to be held by subject banking
institutions, prescribes the amount of liquid assets and the long term funding a subject banking institution
must hold at any given moment, and limits leverage. Banks will be required to hold a “capital conservation
buffer” to withstand future periods of stress such that the required common equity Tier 1 ratio, when the
buffer is fully phased in on 1 January 2019, will rise to 7%. Basel III also introduces a “countercyclical
buffer” as an extension of the capital conservation buffer, which permits national regulators to require banks
to hold more capital during periods of high credit growth (to strengthen capital reserves and moderate the debt
markets). Further, Basel III will strengthen the definition of capital that will have the effect of gradually
disqualifying many hybrid securities during the years 2013-2022, including the hybrids that were issued by
the ING Group, from inclusion in regulatory capital, as well as the higher capital requirements (for example,
for credit value adjustments (“CVAs”) and illiquid collateral) as part of a number of reforms to the Basel II
framework. In addition, the Basel Committee and Financial Stability Board (“FSB”) published measures that
would have the effect of requiring higher loss absorbency capacity, liquidity surcharges, exposure limits and
special resolution regimes for, and instituting more intensive and effective supervision of, “systemically
important financial institutions” (“SIFIs”), in addition to the Basel III requirements otherwise applicable to
most financial institutions. The implementation of these measures began in 2012 and full implementation is
targeted for 2019. ING Bank has been designated by the Basel Committee and FSB as a so-called “Global
Systemically Important Bank” (“G-SIB”) since 2011, and by DNB and the Dutch Ministry of Finance as a
“domestic SIB” (“D-SIB”) since 2011.

For European banks the Basel III requirements have been implemented through the Capital Requirement
Regulation (“CRR”) and the Capital Requirement Directive (“CRD IV”). The Dutch CRD IV Implementation
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Act has led to significant changes in the Dutch prudential law provisions, most notably with regard to higher
capital and liquidity requirements for all banks. The CRD IV regime entered into effect in August 2014 in the
Netherlands, but not all requirements are to be implemented all at once. Having started in 2014, the
requirements will be gradually tightened, mostly before 2019, until the Basel III migration process is
completed in 2022. While the full impact of the new Basel III rules, and any additional requirements for G-
SIBs if and as applicable to ING Group, will depend on how they are implemented by national regulators,
including the extent to which such regulators and supervisors can set more stringent limits and additional
capital requirements or surcharges, as well as on the economic and financial environment at the time of
implementation and beyond, ING Bank expects these rules to have a material impact on ING Bank’s
operations and financial condition and may require ING Group to seek additional capital. The DNB requires
the largest Dutch banks, including ING Group, to build up a 3% Systemic Risk Buffer during 2016-2019 in
addition to the capital conservation buffer and the countercyclical buffer described above, but this buffer then
includes both the G-SIB and D-SIB buffers mentioned above.

Banks are also subject to Pillar 2 requirements. Pillar 2 refers to the capital that the supervisor requires a bank
to hold depending on its risk profile, risk management and capital planning. Based on an internal capital
adequacy assessment process (“ICAAP”), the ECB has examined ING’s capital adequacy and set a Pillar 2
requirement of 1.75% for ING Group.

An agreement was reached on Basel IV’ in December 2017. While some elements still require even more
clarity, ING believes the fully loaded Basel ‘IV’ impact may lie in the range of 15-18% of risk-weighted
assets (RWA) by 2027. This does not take into account possible management actions. TRIM (targeted review
of internal models) may result in earlier impact on RWA via Pillar II. The implied impact on capital ratios
does not take into account any potential changes to the systemic risk buffer or Pillar 2 requirements. Note this
also assumes current portfolio to be the same in 2027, as well as RWA based on the current economic
environment. With a long implementation phase and the transposition into EU regulation still pending, some
question marks remain on how this will shape up. ING will meet the final requirements and as before it will
continue executing its strategy for its clients and delivering growth at good returns.

ING Bank files consolidated quarterly and annual reports of its financial position and results with DNB in the
Netherlands as well as with the ECB. ING Bank’s independent auditors audit the financial statements
included in the annual reports on an annual basis.

United States

ING Bank has a limited direct presence in the United States through the ING Bank Representative Offices in
New York and Dallas, Texas. Although the offices’ activities are strictly limited to essentially that of a
marketing agent of bank products and services and a facilitator (i.e. the offices may not take deposits or
execute any transactions), the offices are subject to the regulation of the State of New York Department of
Financial Services and the Texas Department of Banking, as well as the Federal Reserve. ING Bank also has a
subsidiary in the United States, ING Financial Holdings Corporation, which through several operating
subsidiaries (one of which is registered with the U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission as a swap
dealer and another of which is registered with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission as a securities
broker-dealer) offers various financial products, including lending, and financial markets products. These
entities do not accept deposits in the United States on their own behalf or on behalf of ING Bank.

Anti-Money Laundering Initiatives and countries subject to sanctions

In recent years, combating money laundering and terrorist financing has been a major focus of governmental
policy towards financial institutions. Applicable bank regulatory authorities are imposing, and industry groups
and participants are adopting, heightened standards, and law enforcement authorities have been taking a more
active role in prosecuting potential violations. If a financial institution would fail to comply with relevant
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regulations or to maintain and implement adequate and appropriate programs to that end, this could have
serious legal and reputational consequences for that institution.

The ING Bank Financial Economic Crime Policy and Minimum Standards (FEC Policy) directly reflect
relevant national and international laws, regulations and industry standards. All client engagements, products
and services of all majority owned ING Bank businesses (or business entities) and businesses under ING
Bank’s management control are in scope of the ING Bank FEC Policy.

The requirements in the ING Bank FEC Policy cover minimum standards and controls related to: money
laundering, terrorist financing, export trade controls, proliferation financing, sanctions (economic, financial
and trade) and countries designated by ING Bank as Ultra High Risk Countries (UHRC). The effectiveness of
those controls is reviewed periodically.

Management of ING Bank entities also maintain local procedures designed to enable them to comply with
both local laws and regulations and the ING Bank FEC Po