The insurance protection gap dashboard for natural catastrophes
Fields marked with * are mandatory.



Responding to the consultation

EIOPA acknowledges the limitations of the pilot version of the dashboard, which was developed, based on publicly available data and expert judgement. The main goal of the pilot dashboard is to establish a framework for identifying key risk drivers for the protection gap for natural catastrophes and for collecting relevant evidence and data. The methodology for deriving the relevant scoring, as well as the existence of data gaps will be subject to review and will be updated based on further evidence and discussion in the future. Views from stakeholders on the methodology, data used in the dashboard are welcome until 31st of March 2021 responding to the questions below. Questions on the dashboard are also welcome to be sent to protection_gap_dashboard@eiopa.europa.eu.

Comments are most helpful if they:

[image: ][image: ]respond to the question stated, where applicable; contain a clear rationale; and
[image: ]describe any alternatives EIOPA should consider.


Contributions not provided using the EU Survey tool or submitted after the deadline will not be processed.

Publication of responses
Contributions received will be published on EIOPA’s public website unless you request otherwise in the respective field in the survey below. A standard confidentiality statement in an email message will not be treated as a request for non-disclosure.

Please note that EIOPA is subject to Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 regarding public access to documents
[1] and EIOPA’s rules on public access to documents[2].

Contributions will be made available at the end of the public consultation period.

Data protection
Please note that personal contact details (such as name of individuals, email addresses and phone numbers) will not be published. They will only be used to request clarifications if necessary on the information supplied. EIOPA, as a European Authority, will process any personal data in line with Regulation (EU) 2018/1725[3] on the protection of the individuals with regards to the processing of personal data by the Union institutions and bodies and on the free movement of such data. More information on data protection can be found at https://eiopa.europa.eu/ under the heading ‘Legal notice’.
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[1] Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 2001 regarding public access to European Parliament, Council and Commission documents (OJ L 145, 31.5.2001, p. 43).
[2] Public Access to Documents
[3] Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2018 on the protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data by the Union institutions, bodies, offices and agencies and on the free movement of such data, and repealing Regulation (EC) No 45
/2001 and Decision No 1247/2002/EC (OJ L 295, 21.11.2018, p. 39).

About the respondent

· Please indicate the desired disclosure level of the responses you are submitting.
[image: ]   Public
[image: ]   Confidential

· Stakeholder name

· Contact person (name and surname)

· Contact person email

Contact person phone number

Questions to Stakeholders

Q1: Do you agree with the overall approach used in the dashboard?
[image: ]   Yes[image: ] No	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: PT suggestion

Please explain the rationales of your positive or negative answer.
Do you agree with the purpose? Is there any features to be highlighted?



Q2: Do you have any comments about the dashboard in general?
The pilot dashboard is a comprehensive and useful tool. However, the use of standard formulas to derive the scores can sometimes lead to inaccurate results.	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: NL suggestion
For example, in Portugal, while earthquake risk is probably the biggest natural catastrophe peril to which the country is exposed, insurance coverage is still very low, with only around 15% of households covered. In the dashboard, however, the score provided for earthquake in Portugal reaches 1,8 out of 4, clearly below the level to be considered a “material” gap. This provides a distorted view of the reality of the insurance gap there and sends a contradictory message to society in terms of risk awareness and protection gap.	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: PT suggestion
Furthermore, we believe that other perils such as tsunamis and hailstorms should be incorporated in the model as they are a considerable component of seismic risks and heavy storms, respectively. 	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: PT suggestion	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: NL suggestion

Q3: Do you have any comments on the methodology used to derive the scores?

Overall, Insurance Europe agrees with the methodology used to derive the scores. However, there are some aspects of the exposure to hazard risk element that should be adjusted in order to have more precise and accurate results. 	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: PT suggestion

Using a 50-year period to calculate earthquake exposure hazard seems insufficient to model this risk. Instead, estimations should be based on 300, 400 or 500-year return period. Increasing the time span would result in a more accurate “heavy potential damage zones” score.

Furthermore, the exposure to hazard formula does not normalise the results by GDP but rather by country area as the two GDP elements in the formula cancel each others’ effect. The formula should therefore be adjusted to include GDP considerations in the final score. 

With regard to the data, the technical report should also mention country areas. 	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: PT suggestion


Q4: Do you have any comments on the input data used in the dashboard?



We understand the complexity of the needed underlying data; considering that the available data cannot be “complete”, we concur that this is the best possible input data. 	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: NL suggestion


Q5: Do you have any other data sources which could be used for the dashboard?
[image: ]   Yes[image: ] No	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: NL suggestion

Please describe the data.

Q6: Some parts of the methodology to derive scores for the dashboard use expert judgements. Do you agree with the expert judgement calls or would you have suggested another approach? Please explain.
 
Insurance Europe agrees with the use of expert judgement to derive scores when scientific data is not available. However, we believe that some of the scientific data available for certain scores may have been overlooked. 	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: NL suggestion

For example, the scores for insurance coverage are only based on NCAs judgement and available literature. It is somewhat surprising that this part of the model is based on a subjective criterion when objective data is almost certainly available to measure insurance penetration. 	Comment by Cristina Guerrero Fabra: PT suggestion

We therefore suggest prioritizing the use of available scientific data to ensure the most accurate result possible. 

· Q7: Do you have any other comments on the work made by EIOPA on the protection gap?
[image: ]   Yes[image: ] No

If yes, please provide these other comments.
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