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Discussion of the materiality of different peril/region in the SF

	Q1. Do you have any comments about the discussion for windstorm?




Yes/No
Answer (verdana 8,5)


	Q2. Do you have any comments about the discussion for earthquake?




Yes/No
Answer (verdana 8,5)


	Q3. Do you have any comments about the discussion for floods?




Yes/No
Answer (verdana 8,5)



Discussion on a dedicated treatment on adaptation

	Q4a. Do you think that considering adaptation in the reassessment process is a valuable option?




Yes

	Q4b. Which other pros do you see from this option? Please explain.




Efforts to further calibrate the Standard Formula are welcome where this can be carried out within the established procedures. Reflecting adaptation measures through the regular reassessment process allows such measures to be captured for all undertakings through updated catastrophe models and exposure data. This approach ensures that both macro- and micro-adaptation measures can be reflected at a system-wide level.
Building on the existing reassessment framework avoids the additional complexity, validation requirements and potential market distortions associated with undertaking-specific parameters or internal model approaches, while improving risk sensitivity with limited implementation burden.
It is also important that the reassessment considers both hazard models and protection measures.
It is noted that certain calibration parameters, such as the flood factor for motor risks, could merit further review in light of the specific characteristics of those exposures.

	Q4c. Which other cons do you see from this option? Please explain.




The Standard Formula may not capture natural catastrophe risks with sufficient granularity. For example, the classification into CRESTA zones can be coarse. As a result, macro adaptation measures may only be reflected with limited precision. In some markets, Germany for example, more granular national classification systems are available (ZÜRS Geo).

	Q5a.  Do you think that considering USP to better reflect adaptation measures is a valuable option?




No

	Q5b. Which other pros do you see from this option? Please explain.




The Standard Formula (SF) is considered to overestimate NatCat risks. In this context, opening the SF and allowing insurers greater flexibility could be beneficial. However, for the calculation of Undertaking Specific Parameters (USPs), a clear derivation is necessary, and the requirements for such derivations should be specified in the Delegated Regulation.

	Q5c. Which other cons do you see from this option? Please explain.




The use of Undertaking-Specific Parameters (USPs) is not considered to be an appropriate solution. The use of undertaking-specific parameters would likely generate significant additional workload and data requirements. Verifying whether adaptation measures are in place and effective at policyholder level would be challenging. This approach could therefore introduce considerable operational and methodological complexity and may not be feasible for all undertakings.


	Q6a. Do you think that considering Risk Mitigation to better reflect adaptation in the SF is a valuable option?




No

	Q6b. Which other pros do you see from this option? Please explain.




Answer (verdana 8,5)

	Q6c. Which other cons do you see from this option? Please explain.




The approach is not considered advantageous. While adaptation measures can contribute to risk reduction, they are structurally different from the risk mitigation techniques envisaged under the SCR framework for NatCat risk, which are primarily based on reinsurance arrangements.
The proposal could be difficult to implement, as the Standard Formula does not differentiate risks with sufficient granularity.

	Q7a. Do you think that considering new parameters to better reflect adaptation measures is a valuable option?




No

	Q7b. Which other pros do you see from this option? Please explain.




Answer (verdana 8,5)

	Q7c. Which other cons do you see from this option? Please explain.




The industry expresses significant concerns regarding practical implementation, particularly given the limitations in data availability and data quality. Introducing additional parameters could lead to substantial methodological complexity, which may not be feasible at this stage.
More broadly, adding an additional factor would not necessarily improve the calibration of a formula that is already considered imprecise, while further increasing implementation challenges for insurers.

	Q8a. Do you agree that considering IM to better capture adaptation measures is a valuable option?




No

	Q8b. Which other pros do you see from this option? Please explain.




Allowing the use of partial internal models (PIMs) for selected modules could provide useful incentives for insurers to better reflect specific risk profiles.
In particular for NatCat risks, the risks reflected in the Standard Formula may deviate from the actual underlying risks.
PIMs could therefore help address limitations of the Standard Formula, including its relatively coarse geographical zoning, without requiring insurers to model all risk modules internally.

	Q8c. Which other cons do you see from this option? Please explain.




Insurers using partial internal models (PIMs) already capture adaptation measures within those models. However, internal models and PIMs are inherently complex and resource-intensive, which may limit their practical use.
The use of internal models may therefore not be suitable for all insurers, particularly where data availability and data quality are limited.
It is important that insurers relying on the Standard Formula remain able to operate under that framework, as developing a (P)IM may not be feasible in all markets.


	Q9a. Do you see other valuable options to better capture adaptation measures?




Yes/

	Q9b. Please explain. Which options? What would be the pros and cons?




The industry noted that retentions and annual aggregate limits are currently not taken into account in the Standard Formula, although these measures increase granularity and could therefore also be allowed to reduce the SCR. In particular, they may support more risk-adequate pricing.

Assessment of further development of adaptation measures

	Q10. Do you have any comments on the assessment of micro adaptation measures for windstorm?




Yes	Comment by Insurance Europe: Austria
Regarding windstorm, the industry sees limited scope for additional adaptation measures beyond the use of resilient construction materials which should be reflected in building codes. 


	Q11. Do you have any comments on the assessment of micro adaptation measures for earthquake?




Yes
Regarding earthquake, the industry sees limited scope for additional adaptation measures beyond the use of resilient construction materials which should be reflected in building codes. 

	Q12. Do you have any comments on the assessment of macro adaptation measures for flood?




No

	Q13. Do you have any comments on the assessment of micro adaptation measures for flood?




Yes
The industry notes that micro-level adaptation measures may work relatively well for large corporate clients, where risk information is typically more detailed and systematically collected. In the retail segment, reasonably good information may be available in some markets on structural characteristics such as construction type, building materials and building age, for example due to building codes. However, additional adaptation measures — such as flood protection doors or similar property-level flood defences — are much more difficult to capture systematically.
	Q14. Do you have any other comments on the consultation paper?




Yes
The industry generally welcomes that EIOPA is exploring ways to take adaptation measures into account in solvency requirements, but stresses that any methodology should avoid excessively complex reporting obligations and remain feasible in practice given data availability and quality constraints. 
It is also noted that presenting, in Section 6, the risk of selection by insurers and a potential increase in the protection gap as a drawback may undermine the rationale for recognising adaptation measures.
Further, concerns are raised regarding references to building codes and the underlying vulnerability data used in the consultation paper (EIOPA-BoS-26/005). The paper makes several references to building codes without specifying which building codes have been considered for particular countries and perils. The only clear reference relates to earthquake building codes in Section 4.11 (Figure 6), which refers to building codes with rules for seismic design. Questions therefore arise as to whether other references to building codes relate only to earthquake codes or whether additional building codes have been taken into account. This is particularly relevant for markets where earthquake risk is negligible, raising questions as to whether such references could have any unintended impact on solvency capital requirements.
In addition, concerns are raised regarding the vulnerability data used in previous EIOPA work, notably in the pilot dashboard on the insurance protection gap for natural catastrophes. In that exercise, a large share of buildings in certain markets appeared to be classified as outbuildings or as buildings constructed without code, and the vulnerability assumptions seemed inconsistent with the characteristics of the national building stock and with comparable markets. Clarification is therefore sought on the sources used for the building code and vulnerability data referred to in EIOPA-BoS-26/005, as inaccurate assumptions could lead to overstated vulnerability factors, higher expected losses and, ultimately, inflated solvency capital requirements.
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