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FAQ 1 DNB Impact assessment YE2025
	#
	Question
	Answer DNB

	1
	DNB intends to request an opinion from the key function holders in the next impact assessment, along with their reflections on the process and the resulting outcomes. What are current expectations of DNB regarding the request of an opinion from key function holders, along with their reflections on the process and the resulting outcomes?

	DNB expects key function holders (KFH) to be closely involved in the preparations for the implementation of the Solvency II Review, each from their own professional perspective. DNB therefore invites the KFH to share their views on the progress of the implementation and on the quality of the information and results submitted to DNB.



	2
	In the reporting template information is requested on sheet “IM only – VA details” on the risk corrected spread as it was determined on the own asset portfolio. As this information is not straightforward to determine, and moreover the RCS based on own asset portfolio is not used in the Solvency II balance sheet valuation, we propose to include this as optional information in the template.
	This information is also required for DVA users to assess compliance with article 122(5) of the Solvency II Directive; as such DNB will not include this as optional information. 

	3
	It is suggested to double check the validations included in the reporting template. Specifically, the validations on tab Risk Margin for non-life (cells D25:D29 and G25:G29) refer to incorrect cells in the balance sheet tab. This would lead to unjust validation errors for life insurers.

	The validations on the non‑life risk margin have been corrected. In addition, all validations in the solo submission have been reviewed, and (1) an error in “SF – Equity risk” has been corrected and the validations have been extended to the new regime, and (2) an error in the check on the permanent VA in “IM only – Own VA details” has been resolved. Please note that the group submission does not contain any validations.

	4
	In Chapter 1, paragraph 2, the final sentence currently refers to the Directive. Should this not be a reference to the Delegated Regulation?

	The sentence is changed and referred to the delegated regulations.

	5
	DNB states: “Feedback: Where deemed necessary, DNB will provide feedback to the participating insurers. Results will be communicated in such a manner that it will not be possible to trace them back to a specific insurer.”
It is assumed that the second part of this paragraph refers to aggregated feedback, as any other interpretation would be unusual. It is therefore suggested to revise this paragraph by distinguishing clearly between individual and aggregated feedback. Alternatively, the final sentence could be removed, since this section concerns individual feedback, while paragraph 10 already addresses aggregated feedback.

	The last sentence is removed.

	6
	Could DNB ask EIOPA for their latest version of the two excel spreadsheets enabling the calculation of the VA and the Risk correction? Even if EIOPA would only be able to provide the spreadsheets a bit later than the start, participants still can mirror their information and assess alignment.
	DNB remains in continuous contact with EIOPA to assess the availability of the tools for the VA and the RCS and will inform participants when this happens.


	7
	In the baseline scenario, we would expect insurers not only to refer to these two legislative acts but also to the other legislative acts which have amended the Directive and Regulation before the Review 2020 (ie. Directive 2025/2).

	We have changed the text.

	8
	The draft Regulation implemented some new parameters on nat cat, but with respect to some country-specific parameters, the EC onerously reintroduced parameters before the 2018 review. We think the EC made an error by not using the parameters which were established at the 2018 Review adjustment. The new parameters are not in line with EIOPA’s advice on the nat cat. 

	DNB notes that this is indeed the case. For this impact assessment, please follow the latest version of the delegated regulation. We have included the changed country factors for flood and earthquake in the file supplementing this impact assessment.

	9
	The foreseeable dividend: Is this to be based on the current dividend policy of an insurer or should it be based on the expected dividend policy in place at the 30th of January 2027?

	For the calculation of the foreseeable dividend under the new regime as per year end 2025 without management actions, the dividend policy as per year end 2025 should be used. For the calculation with management actions, changes in the dividend policy should be taken into account, so it can be based on the expected dividend policy after the 30th of January 2027. We explained this in a new paragraph 55.


	10
	To clarify this paragraph, we would explicitly refer to the changes in the regulation/directive where DNB expects an impact and in which cases 
	The relevant changes are mentioned in chapter 4. A sentence in between brackets is added to para 17 to make this clear.

	11
	When referring to simplifications, does DNB refer to the simplifications as mentioned in the regulation or to workarounds, i.e. less the administrative burden when determining all the solvency capital requirement per sub module based on the adjusted economic balance sheet, or both?

	DNB refers to workarounds.

	12
	We would also like to have the basic risk free interest rate in Australian dollars.

	This is added to the technical information.

	13
	We would ask DNB not to ‘hide’ excel sheets.

	The technical information will not contain any hidden sheets.

	14
	Why does DNB want to obtain the information of the part of the best estimate denominated in other currencies reported in Euros? Why is the presentation in the actual currency not sufficient? Now, DNB is basically aggregating all the non-functional currencies in one data cell. The information regarding the various currencies of the insurance liabilities could also be provided in a separate table enabling a full list. The same holds for the requested information in para 29.

	The calculation of the notional VA of a specific currency depends on both assets and liabilities denoted in that currency. DNB aims to get a better understanding of the impact of the changes to the VA calculation, which includes an assessment of the impact on liabilities other than those denoted in Euros. To apply VA on liabilities denoted in currencies other than Euro, an undertaking needs to hold fixed income assets denoted in those currencies. Vice versa, fixed income assets denoted in currencies other than Euro do not qualify for the CSSR calculation in the Euro VA. This impacts the VA benefit.


	15
	Should this information not be included in the actual section where the PVBP(bel) is described?

	No, this paragraph is on the calculation of the CSSR in case of a negative or zero PVBP(bel).

	16
	We would urge DNB to assess including a table with explicit CIC-codes for eligible investments part of the VA.

	DNB will not provide a table with explicit CIC-codes for eligible investments part of the VA, as such a table is not available. CIC-tables from earlier impact assessments can be used as a starting point.

	17
	In the text, DNB refers to ‘Forborne and defaulted loans for which a credit assessment by a nominated ECAI is not available’. However, in our opinion whether these loans have a credit assessment is irrelevant and not included as a requirement in the draft Regulation. Could DNB re-affirm their approach.

	DNB agrees with this view and the technical documentation has been amended accordingly.

	18
	Should insurers include the NHG guarantee as part of this addition if they are the opinion the NHG meets the requirements?

	Yes.

	19
	Would DNB want to include that the current in force risk-mitigation techniques is meeting the new requirements based on the current legislation, guidelines of EIOPA and Q&As of DNB? Or does DNB would an explicit reafiirmation of the insurers that all current risk mitigation techniques comply?
	DNB expects insurers to evaluate and reaffirm whether the current risk mitigation techniques comply with the new requirements taking into account materiality and proportionality.  In case risk mitigation techniques do not comply with the new requirements and leads to material impact, please specify in a comment field that this impact is caused by not meeting the requirements under the new legislation.


	20
	Could DNB include examples of possible legislative programme?

	Please refer to: Public register of legislative programmes under the Capital Requirements Regulation - Finance


	21
	Insurers using a DVA should recalculate the weights and scaling factor. Thus, based on each simulation, insurers would have a different stressed balance sheet and thus a different scaling factor. 
When considering the EPP, does DNB provide the notional VA in the 1:200 stressed environment?

	DNB cannot provide the notional VA In the 1:200 stressed scenario as the notional VA depends on the level of spreads in that scenario which is decided by the internal model and not known by DNB.


	22
	Has DNB internally already assessed which insurance groups would be affected by changes in the consolidation i.e. scope of the group supervision. If so, would the supervisor not already have been in contact with the insurance group? 
We think an urgent dialogue between the supervisor and the insurance group would be needed as soon as possible and should not wait until the submission of the data on the 29th of May. If the insurer and the supervisor would not concur on the conclusions, only a few months would be left to implement the changes.

	This is already in progress, but thanks for this signal as this helps to further speed things up. In case groups have questions about the scope of their submission, we would encourage them to contact DNB directly through their supervisory account team.

	23
	In the draft Regulation in the para 4a the following is mentioned: “‘4a. The amount of minority interest in a subsidiary exceeding the contribution of that subsidiary to the group solvency”

Does this paragraph refer to all ‘minority interests’ or only to the ‘minority interest in a subsidiary exceeding the contribution of that subsidiary to the group solvency’?
To be explicit: Does ‘exceeding the contribution to the group solvency’ refer to the value of the minority interest? 

	This paragraph is about subsidiaries (>50% ownership, (re)insurance undertakings, 3rd country (re)insurance undertakings, IHC, MFHC), whereby another party (e.g. third party outside the group) has a minority interest in this subsidiary. The amount of the own funds due to the minority interest by this other party that exceeds the contribution of that subsidiary to the group SCR cannot be considered as available own funds. Therefore: yes, the ‘exceeding the contribution to the group solvency’ refers to the amount of the minority interest. The new para 4a specifies the calculation of this non-available own funds due to the minority interest. We further have clarified this in the text.


	24
	It is unclear from the explanation whether the LTE measures are required to be assessed and recalculated only by undertakings that currently apply them, or whether undertakings that are considering applying them must also perform these calculations, or whether all undertakings are expected to carry out the full analysis and incorporate the outcome into their results.

	A new point has been added to section 3.4.1.8, stating the following:
The assessment and quantification of LTE measures is required only for undertakings that:
· currently make use of these measures and intend to continue doing so; or
· are considering making use of these measures in the future.
Undertakings that do not use LTE measures and have no intention of doing so are not required to perform this analysis.”


	25
	On the DNB website I can find the technical specification sheets and the NatCat materials, but the templates are missing. The technical specification refers to the ‘Reporting template DNB impact assessment 2025YE – Group’ and the ‘Reporting template DNB impact assessment 2025YE – Solo’. I also cannot find these templates in myDNB. Where can I find the mentioned templates?

	The reporting template can be downloaded from the reporting obligation in DLR.


	26
	Following the technical specifications we received, we have a question: Regarding the calculation of the credit spread sensitivity ratio (articles 31 to 37 in the technical specifications) how should structured notes issued by an SPV be treated?

	At this point in time, DNB cannot provide a table with explicit CIC-codes for eligible investments in the CSSR, as such a table is not available. CIC-tables from earlier impact assessments can be used as a starting point. The inclusion of CIC-codes which are not mentioned in these tables are up to the best judgment of the insurer. DNB is in contact with EIOPA to explore the possibility of guidance with respect to this topic.

	27
	Would DNB also be able to add the EIOPA curves for Poland (PLN), Hungary (HUF) and Romania (RON) to the technical publication?

	Yes, the technical information has been updated on the DNB website.


	28
	Will EIOPA publish the interest rate curve that incorporates the change from the alternative extrapolation to the UFR (as proposed in the Solvency II review)? And will EIOPA publish the volatility adjustment (VA) in which the country‑specific component is limited (as proposed in the Solvency II review)?

	EIOPA will continue to publish the relevant interest rate curves even after the Solvency II review, including the information on the risk‑corrected spread at both the country and currency level. In addition, EIOPA publishes a tool that displays the interest rate curve including the VA. In this tool, institutions can enter the CSSR relevant to them.
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