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Pooling natural risks: building a Social
Security System for Climate?

Climate change is radically reshaping natural risk management. It is shifting insurance balances
and rendering certain sectors obsolete. [t may prove as transformative as the Industrial Revolution
to social risk coverage in the XIX™ Century. While natural disasters have always occurred, recent
years have been marked by an alarming surge of extreme natural events (cyclones; storms and
torrential flooding; multi-year droughts; deadly hailstorms, etc.). Both insurers, concerned with a
sharprise of weather-related claims, and households, faced with the prospect of claim denial, ques-
tion the ability of the existing system to cover losses.

This report from the Haut-commissariat a la Stratégie et au Plan* examines the challenges faced by
the current approach of pooling (i.e. mutualizing) risks on residential housing, from an economic, his-
torical and political perspective. Itis the fruit of a two-year multidisciplinary collaboration involving
insurers, reinsurers, regulators, actuaries, geographers, climate change economists, senior social
protection officials, lawyers, economists and social historians. This report investigates the overall
insurability of climate risks (environmental sustainability), the relevance of current Cat Nat risk-
management program (financial sustainability), and the preparedness of the current insurance system
to provide collective and national solidarity in the face of natural hazards (social sustainability).

It suggests three structural reform scenarios. Their relevance will depend on how climate losses
evolve over time and on our current system's resilience. It specifically questions whether the
French Social Security System, which turns 80 this fall, could inspire a new climate solidarity. This
analogy allows us to take a fresh look at shared individual and collective responsibilities for sys-
temic risks, by linking the concepts of insurance, assistance, prevention and compensation.

The first scenario offers basic insurance as well as additional protection against climate hazards,
while mitigating risks between the private and public insurance markets. The government inter-
venes in regulating the insurance market and guarantees the insurability of climate risks.

The second scenario extends public reinsurance to every climate risk, therefore erasing their
exceptional nature. It fully entrusts the State with insuring risks that become uninsurable, such
as drought. The government would then manage all climate risks more directly, enabling a more
proactive housing adaptation policy, offering prevention subsidies and encouraging residents to
leave high-risk areas.

The third scenario calls for a complete nationalization (i.e. universal and unified coverage) of cli-
mate risks. It has a restorative dimension, introducing an indemnity branch, and reinforces preven-
tion, creating a risk prevention circuit and adapting housing to climate risks. Climate-related con-
tributions would replace insurance premiums. A “climate social security system” would then take
shape, providing a response to climate risks, very much like the social security system responded
to social risks in 1945.

.HCSP (2025), Repenser la mutualisation des risque climatiques, report by Mathilde Viennot (coord.), Marine de Montaignac and Alice

Robinet, june.
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CURRENT CLIMATE RISK
POOLING STRATEGIES

France's homeowner and natural disaster insurance (the Cat
Natguarantee), inherited from the 1980s, seems both pro-
tective and supportive, particularly on the international stage.
However, households still face numerous challenges.

One of the most supportive benefit systems

The French insurance programme for natural disasters is
based on two main systems: the « Cat Nat » guarantee and
the « TGN » (Tempéte Gréle Neige: Storm, Hail, Snow)
guarantee. The Cat Nat guarantee, introduced in 1982, is
based on a public-private partnership. When an extreme
natural event is recognized by official decree as a natural
disaster (Catastrophe Naturelle), insurers cover resulting
losses, backed by a public system of reinsurance called
Caisse Centrale de Réassurance (CCR -reinsurance central
fund), guaranteed by the government. Natural disaster
guarantees are automatically included in home insurance
contracts and are compulsory for renters. They are funded
by an additional fee on insurance premiums at a 20% flat
rate, regardless of the policyholder’s risk.

The TGN guarantee operates independently of this Cat Nat
guarantee. It covers material damage caused by specific
climate hazards (mainly storms, hail and snow), regardless
of their natural disaster status. This guarantee is part of
private home insurance policies, and deductibles, premi-
ums and specific conditions depend on each contract.

Compared to other countries, the French model of climate
risk pooling seems extensively supportive. It provides
insurance coverage against many risks at a moderate cost
for the majority of households.

France has indeed chosen a high level of solidarity system.
This is also the case for Spain, which covers a wide range
of risks through non-mandatory fixed premium surcharges
and a 100% State guarantee. It is also the case in several
cantons of Switzerland. Conversely, some systems have
placed the emphasis on individual responsibility, as in Ger-
many, where insurance is private, non-mandatory and
where premiums vary according to risk exposure. Some
other countries placed the emphasis on collective respon-
sibility, like the Netherlands, where climate risk prevention
is fully socialized. These “reponsability” systems often
face a low insurance penetration rate and may involve

emergency public intervention to compensate for losses
(e.g. Germany) or to prevent risks (e.g. the Netherlands).
Finally, some countries opted for hybrid systems combin-
ing private and public insurance coverages depending on
risks (e.g. the United States).

A system with several major limitations

Insuring climate risk involves an ex ante approach of pre-
vention, and an ex post approach, in compensating prop-
erty loss. The French system has a number of limitations
in both areas.

In terms of compensation, the Cat Nat guarantee operates
on the basis of legal deductibles? which may be increased
if municipalities do not have a prevention plan forinstance.
However, deductions become increasingly insignificant
given the extent of the damage.

We also note that certain losses-such as indirect economic
and social damage or certain property exclusions - are not
covered by insurance policies. Furthermore, some climate
events are incompletely (e.g. droughts) or not covered at
all (e.g. coastline erosion). The terms in which natural dis-
asters are declared and damage appraised are sometimes
considered opaque by disaster victims and inequitable
between territories. Lastly, insurance coverage is uneven
across the country, with high levels of uninsurance in
French Overseas Territories (97% of all households in
mainland France have a home insurance contract, while
only 50% to 70% have one in most Overseas French Ter-
ritories and 6%?3 in Mayotte).

As extreme events multiply, the gap between Cat Nat and
TGN guarantees challenges the overall existence of insur-
ance in the face of climate change. Risk pooling is based
onafundamentalinsurance principle; compensation between
policyholders based on the sharing of claims. This mecha-
nism implies that risks are sufficiently homogeneous and
dispersed for the system to remain financially stable. How-
ever, with climate change, these two conditions are
increasingly tested: hazards are becoming more frequent,
more localized and more costly, and the actuarial balance
of the system is questioned.

As far as prevention is concerned, the system maps risks,
informs local policymakers and residents (through depart-
mental or municipal releases?, in case of real estate sales

€380 for private individuals, and €1,520 in the event of a claim linked to the shrinkage and swelling of clay.

for 2017.

. IGF and CGEDD report, 2020, Le phénomene de non-assurance dans les départements et collectivités d'Outre-mer. According to the INSEE family budget survey

Dossiers départementaux des risques majeurs (DDRM - departmental files on major risks) sent by the government to elected representatives to help them draw
up their document d'information communal sur les risques majeurs (DICRIM - municipal information document on major risks).
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or rentals, etc.) and manages regulations and subsidies.
Its implementation is based primarily on the Natural Risk
Prevention Plans (PPRN), which are drafted by local
administrations in consultation with the community.
These plans are incorporated into urban regulations and
can limit or even prohibit housing development in at-risk
areas. Unfortunately, PPRNs are insufficiently spread
out, partly due to their long and laborious drafting pro-
cess. Their updating is unregulated® and compensation
systems inadequate. Furthermore, the effect of preven-
tion efforts made by policyholders or local governments
on the pricing of their premiums is unclear. Coordination
between the government and the private insurance
sector remains perfectible: detailed databases on claims,
effective prevention measures and assessment of
avoided costs are rarely available, which undermines the
development of an integrated public policy on climate
risks (see Box 1).

Map 1 — Main effects of climate change in France
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CLIMATE CHANGE IS THREATENING
THE INSURANCE SYSTEM

Global warming is leading to an intensification of extreme
events and increasing costs. However, losses associated
with increasing exposure to climate risks in certain regions
are difficult to measure because most private data sources
are inaccessible (claims experience, insurance cover, etc.)
and because current projection models lack precision.

Growing exposure to climate risks, at uncertain costs

Thewhole country is affected by climate change; its effects
vary across regions according to their exposure (Map 1) and
capacity to adapt.

However, it is difficult to accurately predict overall risks

because of the disparity in available data (e.g. for flooding due
to runoff) and their uncertain nature (as for hail and storms).
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Source: Climate Action Network, 2024, France and climate change: all regions affected

5. Unlike the DDRM and DICRIM, which must be updated every five years.
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What is the trend in insurance claim costs? Between 2019
and 2023, the total cost of natural disaster related claims
(for residential and commercial property) averaged between
€4 billion and €4.5 billion per year, including €1.8 to €2.3 bil-
lion for the Cat Nat guarantee and €2.2 billion for the TGN®
guarantee, a 10 to 20% increase compared to the past
40 years (€3.7 billion). These numbers may mask signifi-
cant variability: the 2022 drought itself cost between €3
and €3.5 billion. Droughts particularly affects houses that
are built on clay soil and impact half of all single-family
homes. They are now the leading cause of weather-related
losses in France. Of the twenty most costly Cat Nat events
since 1989, eleven were drought-related, costing an aver-
age of €16,300 per home affected, compared with
€11,400 for other Cat Nat losses.

The insurance industry (France Assureurs, CCR, ACPR and
Covéa’) has conducted several exercises to predict the
costs of climate-related losses, for both personal and pro-
fessional property. But these exercises used different
assumptions, perimeters, reference points and climate
change scenarios, making them difficult to compare. Table
1 shows that the orders of magnitude seem relatively
accurate: between €3.2 and €4 billion per year by 2050
for the Cat Nat guarantee, depending on the selected cli-
mate projection scenario and the risk taken into account,
i.e.anincrease of 40 to 120% compared with 2019-2023.
Climate change accounts for a proportion of this increase,
ranging between 30 and 60%°® due to a hazard effect in
projections. However, these projections do not take into
account the loss of infrastructure due to coastline erosion

Table 1 — Claim trends in 2019-2020 and outline of projected losses to 2050, in billion euros

Average annual

Estimated average annual cost in 2050
Average annual cost if the hazard does not change

Climate hazard claims 2019-2023"

CCR® ACPR® FA® Covéa®
RCP4.5 RCP8.5 RCP4.5 RCP8.5 RCP8.5
1.16 21 1.65 1.61
Drought [1.3-1.4] 0.93
0.84 0.93 1.3 0.96
1.4 1.25 0.74 1.87 165
Flooding 0.5 1.21 1,19 0.3 1.75 ’
0.55©
Cyclonic winds 0.47 - - -
0.12
0.15 0.14 0.06 0.17
Sea surges 0.09 0.09 0.01 0.07
Other perils - 0.37 - -
3.26 4 2.82 3.65
Total Cat Nat (A) [1.8 - 2.3]* 2.61 1.29 P 2.78 2.61
1.72 192
Storms 1.22 1.72 .
. 1.15
Hail 0.96 - - - -
1.06
Total TGN (including snow) (B) 2.16 - - - 1.72 2.37
Total Cat Nat + TGN (A) + (B) [4.04 - 4.5] - - - 5.37 4.98

*Includes France Assureurs' Cat Nat claims estimate of €1.8bn (including drought of €1.3bn), and the margin of uncertainty estimated by CCR on the overall Cat
Nat claims experience (of €0.3bn/year on average).

Sources: authors' calculations, based on "CCR (2024), France Assureurs (2024), ®CCR (2023), ®ACPR (2024), “France Assureurs (2022), ®Covéa et RiskWeather-
Tech (2022), ®CCR (2020)

6. CCR (2024), Les catastrophes naturelles en France. Bilan 1982-2023 and France Assureurs (2024), L'assurance des événements naturels en 2023.

7. France Assureurs (2022), Impact du changement climatique sur I'assurance a I'horizon 2050; CCR (2023), Conséquences du changement climatique sur le codt des
catastrophes naturelles en France a horizon 2050; ACPR (2024), Les principaux résultats de I'exercice climatique sur le secteur de I'assurance; Covéa et RiskWeather-
Tech (2022), Changement climatique et assurance : quelles conséquences pour la sinistralité a horizon 2050 ?

8. The other effects are generally changes in insured values (France Assureurs), or changes in vulnerability linked to changes in development (ACPR).
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https://www.ccr.fr/-/etude-climat-ccr-2023
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https://www.franceassureurs.fr/wp-content/uploads/lassurance-des-evenements-naturels-en-2023.pdf
https://www.ccr.fr/documents/35794/1255983/CCR+Etude+climat+BAG+23102023+page+22mo.pdf/68b95f6e-8238-4dcc-6c56-025fa410257b?t=1698161402128
https://acpr.banque-france.fr/fr/publications-et-statistiques/publications/les-principaux-resultats-de-lexercice-climatique-sur-le-secteur-de-lassurance
https://www.franceassureurs.fr/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/vf_france-assureurs_impact-du-changement-climatique-2050.pdf
https://www.covea.com/sites/default/files/2023-11/202202_Livre_Blanc_Cov%C3%A9a_Risques_Climatiques.pdf
https://www.covea.com/sites/default/files/2023-11/202202_Livre_Blanc_Cov%C3%A9a_Risques_Climatiques.pdf
https://www.actu-environnement.com/media/pdf/news-37190-etude-risque-cyclone-outre-mer.pdf

which will depend on the actual rate temperature increase.
By 2050, Cerema estimates that 5,200 homes will have
been exposed, with a cumulative value of €1.1 billion.

BUILDING CLIMATE RESILIENCE

Analyzing the French risk mutualization system reveals its
strengths and weaknesses in a context of increasing
risks, and questions its ability to face intensifying climate
hazards.

An unequal prevention
and compensation policy landscape

Prevention is an essential tool to face the rise of climate
risks. However, Natural Risk Prevention Plans (PPRN)
remains unevenly distributed across the country. For
example, while flooding due to overflow and marine sub-
mersion is well insured throughout the country (88% of
the 1995-2021 claims are now covered by a PPRN?®), flood-
ing from runoff is not.

Beyond distribution issues, the question remains whether
prevention policies can adapt to climate change. PPRNs
are sometimes outdated, and - besides coastal PPRNs -
based on past experiences rather than anticipated

changes in risks. PPRNs should be regularly updated to
take account the evolving climate risk assessment land-
scape. The third National Plan for Adaptation to Climate
Change (PNACC 3), published at the beginning of March
2025, calls for such a review, but does not provide a spe-
cifictimeline ofimplementation or detail update frequency
or resource allocation.

Increasing prevention measures implies strengthening
funding solutions. Both collective and individual preven-
tion, are insufficiently supported. Support schemes, par-
ticularly for adapting housing to the effects of shrinkage
and swelling of clay caused by droughts, or protecting
homes from floods, are rare and often insufficient to trig-
ger action. In particular, the main French natural-risks pre-
vention fund, known as the “Barnier fund"® does in fact
very little forindividual prevention. Increased investments
are required by local authorities in the medium term to
meet the needs required for climate adaptation strategies.
More vulnerable areas struggle to raise funds and are chal-
lenged both in terms of damage and finances in case of an
extreme event. Finally, managing unavoidable events,
such as receding coastlines, which includes managed relo-
cation, is not yet considered part of climatic adaptation
strategies.

Box 1 - Lack of public data compromises the accurate measuring of issues

at stake to support decision-making

One of the major obstacles in assessing challenges posed
by global warming, and adapt the system accordingly, is
the lack of accessible, harmonized and shared data
sources. There are major gaps in climate-related claims
data due to the absence of a centralized database for Cat
Nat and TGN claims, of systematic assessment of the cost
effectiveness of prevention, and of longitudinal monito-
ring of regional exposures.

Much of the data collected by insurers, essential for asses-
sing the sustainability of a climate risk mutualization
system, cannot be accessed by the public or government
departments. This data concerns insured losses, territorial
disparities, premium levels and guarantees. Besides Cat
Nat related claims, available through the public Gaspar

database, access to insurance data is only granted by
France Assureurs or CCR. However, their publications
differ considerably in terms of past claims cost assess-
ment, scope and metrics*t. Encrypted in order to guarantee
the protection of confidentiality, this data should be made
available to assess risk mutualization (or, conversely,
demutualization) across the country.

These limitations are a barrier to strategic management
capabilities, hamper full assessment of risk trends and
slow the implementation of public policies. To address this
issue, the third French National Climate Change Adapta-
tion Plan (PNACC 3), published in early March 2025, pro-
vides a framework for the creation of an insurability obser-
vatory, which should meet some but not all needs.

submersion is now covered by a PAPI. CCR (2024), op. cit.

9. In addition, flood prevention action programmes (PAPI) complete the toolbox for flood prevention: 80% of the population exposed to flooding by overflow and marine

10. The Green Fund can also be mobilised. In addition, local authorities can levy a local flood risk management tax as part of their “Gemapi” remit.
11. As aresult, aggregated claims figures are only broken down by private individuals, professionals and farmers for all climatic risks. Among private individuals, the dis-

tinction between home and motor insurance is not systematic and is rarely available historically. The breakdown between private individuals and professionals is almost

never available by risk (Cat Nat or TGN).

HAUT-COMMISSARIAT A LA STRATEGIE ET AU PLAN 5
www.strategie-plan.gouv.fr


https://www.ccr.fr/-/les-catastrophes-naturelles-en-france-de-1982-%C3%A0-2023

SUMMARY REPORT
JUNE 2025

Territorial and social inequalities

Worsening climate risks increase exposure to risk and
widen the gap ininsurance coverage between households.
Vulnerability depends on various parameters, including
housing status and economic criteria. Financially vulnera-
ble homeowners are more likely to live in higher risk area
and are exposed to both property and capital loss, a risk
that particularly affects the middle class. Renters are also
impacted by damage to their belongings (covered by insur-
ance) or "wider” damage, i.e. uninsured externalities such
as unemployment, loss of income, the need to relocate
despite having fewer opportunities to do so then wealthier
households, etc.. The most precarious renters are particu-
larly vulnerable.

Climate risk are unevenly distributed in certain regions -
coastal areas, peri-urban clay soils, river valleys -, while
others remain relatively unaffected. The current Cat Nat
model, based on a fixed premium surcharge and a non-
modulated coverage, compensates for some but not all ter-
ritorial inequalities. Furthermore, the current trend
towards risk segmentation, made possible by the expand-
ing availability of geographical data, emphasizes the het-
erogeneity of premiums. Insurers are developing sophisti-
cated address-based modelling tools which now incorpo-
rate claims history, soil characteristics, altitude or proxim-
ity to water. While these technologies are effective in
terms of portfolio management, they also encourage the
individualisation of premiums, deductibles and even sub-
scription conditions. As a result, some areas are becoming
less attractive to insurers, and could ultimately become
uninsurable. In a context of contractual freedom, some
insurers may exclude coverage for specific risks, withdraw
from high risk areas, or offer prohibitive rates. Such prac-
tices undermine risk mutualization by gradually excluding
from the system the most vulnerable groups who cannot
afford to relocate.

HISTORICAL PARALLELS
WITH SOCIAL INSURANCE

From a historical and political point of view, parallels can
be drawn between the mutualization of climate risks and
the construction of social insurance in the XIX™ and XX™
centuries. This approach aims to transcend the purely
technocratic vision of climate risks to incorporate them in
the broader field of social risks, i.e. risks which, by their col-
lective nature, scale and systemic effects, exceed individ-
ual absorption capacities and call for a collective, solidarity-
based and structured response.

Social security will celebrate its 80™ anniversary in the
autumn of 2025. It has seeded long-standing debates
about the government's responsibility to provide equal
protection from the hazards of life. From the XIX™ century
onwards, industrialization introduced some risks (e.g.
workplace injuries, illnesses, retirement and unemploy-
ment) too great to bear by individuals or their employers
alone. Mutual insurance schemes emerged, initially in
working-class circles, before being institutionalized by the
State. The 1945 Social Security system was a landmark,
by introducing public, universal, mandatory coverage for
risks that had been so far left to private insurances. The
system was built on a compromise between several
approaches: insurance (guarantee of compensation in
exchange for a fee), assistance (national solidarity and uni-
versal access funded through taxes), mutualization (redis-
tribution between insured individuals) and State regula-
tion (policy-making, taxing and enforcing). It also empha-
sizes long-standing tensions between contributory and
redistributive approaches, between public and private sec-
tors, between prevention and repair, and between equity
and incentives. These tensions have shaped French social
policies over time, and served as a catalyst to create a
robust system, widely seen as satisfactory and capable of
evolving over time.

Climate and social risks share many common features. Both
are global yet unevenly distributed, their incidence varies
among communities, are inherently unpredictable. They
massively impact living conditions, economic and territo-
rial stability. They exacerbate the structural limits of insur-
ance markets: uncertainty, long-term regulatory changes,
solvency and pricing issues and exclusion conditions in pri-
vate insurance policies.

This parallel invites us to rethink how we currently pool cli-
mate risks. The Cat Nat guarantee is based on a form of
national solidarity, but it is still backed by traditional insur-
ance mechanisms. The fundamental dilemma between sol-
idarity and responsibility, which had ignited the debate on
socialinsurance, is once again at the epicentre of the issue.
A system based solely on solidarity, with no incentives,
encourages the “free rider” phenomenon: individuals or
communities would no longer have any interest in reduc-
ing their exposure or preventing damage. Conversely, a
system that over-emphasises responsibility can become
unfair and ineffective, penalizing those with risks they are
unable to absorb because of the loss of value of their
exposed property or involuntary immobility because of a
lack of resources. This report advocates a balanced
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approach, based on a sustainable responsibilization, con-
trolled and integrated into a global public adaptation strat-
egy. Beyond this general principle, balancing global soli-
darity and shared responsibility remains a fundamental
political and democratic decision.

These considerations introduce the new concept of
“social insurance” for climate risks. Such a programme
would address protection gaps where private insurers no
longer fulfil their role because of affordability, solvency or
coverage reasons-and where a structured public response
becomes necessary. This response would not replace pri-
vate insurance, but would establish targeted government
interventions to guarantee basic coverage, regulate policy
conditions, organize inter-territorial solidarity, or co-fund
climate adaptation. The history of social security shows
that the major solidarity-based systems were not born of
technical calculations, but of fundamental political deci-
sions about how to live together in the face of risk. It also
shows that these systems, once established, have a last-
ing impact on representations, behaviour and forms of sol-
idarity. Today, building a new climate insurance system
amounts to answering the following questions: what do
we wish to insure collectively and how we share the
burden of adaptation between the government, local
authorities and citizens.

REMODELLING CLIMATE RISK
MUTUALIZATION: THREE SCENARIOS

In order to redefine collective solidarity and maintain cov-
erage as climatic risks multiply, we have identified three
scenarios. Based on the findings of a multidisciplinary
working group of professionals and experts from the insur-
ance and social protection sectors, they address the cur-
rent system’s unsustainability risks. These scenarios are
suggestions to be put forward for debate, and are not
definitive measures, approved for implementation. They
differ in terms of the level of shared responsibility assumed
by the government, by the private sector and by individu-
als (but also between at-risk and non-at-risk areas, wealthy
and low-income households, homeowner and renters, etc.).
Given the considerable uncertainty surrounding future
claim trends, we cannot predict which scenario will be the
mostaccurate scenario for the coming decades. This report
opens the way for future decisions that will need to be
made progressively over the coming years.

A common set of measures

These three scenarios are based on core common propos-
als, which could be implemented faster regardless of
future decisions.

We aim to provide a precise, adaptable, and accessible
map of climate risks across the country in order to iden-
tify exposed and vulnerable populations. This frame-
work would be based on past claims, coverage withdrawals
and premium pricing by location and thus require full trans-
parency from insurers. We also suggest the creation of a
risk mutualization subcommittee, which would expand the
national consultative commission on natural disasters
activities and appoint new members.

In order to improve prevention strategies, we put for-
ward four main actions: streamlining governance - setting
up a concrete timetable for PPRN updates consistent with
the Trajectory for Adaptation to Climate Change (TRACC)
and climate projections —; retreating from high-risk areas
— maintaining the Barnier plan for homes that have been
destroyed or up to 50% damaged, anticipating “reconstruc-
tion” following natural disasters, and restricting future
construction in high-risk areas where it is not yet prohib-
ited — and developing information networks to improve
individual and collective dialogue on climate risks. Finally,
a series of proposals concerns the supervision and certi-
fication of insurance adjusters and rebuilders.

First scenario - State regulation
of the insurance market

The first scenario offers a basic insurance coverage with
supplemental benefits against climate hazards. It miti-
gates risks between the insurance market and the govern-
ment. State intervention in regulating the insurance
market thus guarantees the insurability of climatic risks.
This scenario reuses the Cat Nat framework of private
home insurance, exceptionally backed by Cat Nat decrees
in case of extreme events. It remains partially optional
(compulsory only for renters and co-owners as at present).

Regarding the nature of insurance coverage, this scenario
puts forward several proposals. The first would be to intro-
duce a “responsible” insurance policy (contrat responsa-
ble), the content of which would be standardized and
designed with tax incentives in order to dominate the
market. Basic policies would include relocation and rebuild
benefits following a build-back better approach, housing
adaptation advisory services, and a legal expense plan
covering counter-appraisal and coverage for essential
goods. To protect the most vulnerable households from
premium inflation and, more generally, rising costs of
homeowner insurance, dedicated funding would be estab-
lished to cover all or part of the subscription costs, depend-
ing on household income. In addition, adjusting the rein-
surance threshold and/or the Barnier levy rate on damage
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policies could compensate high-risk areas, as defined by
the map of climate risks. These adjustments would be lev-
eraged when some risks do not meet policy inclusion cri-
teria. Homeowners who have unknowingly purchased a
primary residence put at risk by receding coastlines will be
offered exceptional buyouts before 2030. These would be
capped subsidies, modulated according to property value,
and degressive to reach properties in high risk areas by
2050 and beyond.

In this scenario, insurance policies will be subject to pre-
ventive housing adaptation conditions precedent to cov-
erage, as required by the PPRN. Policyholders who do not
comply with these obligations within five years will see
their deductibles triple, as suggested by the Langreney Le
Cozannet Merad report (2024). Households who would
struggle to afford these requirements would benefit from
broader access to the Barnier Fund to carry out the reno-
vations within the time frame allowed. Currently, remod-
elling must not exceed 10% of the value of the property.
We suggest to adjust the 10% threshold according to the
value of each property, which could reach 50% in the
lowest price group. Shrinkage and swelling of clay related
damage occurring in the first ten years after construction
would be excluded from the Cat Nat regime, including for
buildings that have complied with the « loi Elan » stand-
ards. These claims would be covered by the builder’s liabil-

ity, as suggested in the Marsaud-Rousseau 2023 report*2.

Funding this program would rely on earmarked revenue
from taxpayers and home insurance premiums, much like
the existing system. The public share (insurance allowance)
and the Barnier Fund (coastline erosion financial assis-
tance, individual prevention) should be increased by real-
locating and adjusting the Barnier and Gemapi taxes to the
system’s financing needs. Lastly, we recommend guide-
lines on insurance governance, among which the imple-
mentation of private insurance backed pool of appraisers,
allowing their appointment without involving insurers
directly, thus removing the financial bond between insur-
ers and appraisers.

The proposed reforms would extend climate insurance by
providing basic universal coverage with standardized
plans, affordable insurance and public support and reinsur-
ance for properties exposed to coastline erosion. This first
scenario also calls for better distribution and prevention

Marsaud and Sandrine Rousseau, March.

for marine submersions, and the Flood Forecasting Service (SPC) for floods.

of adverse selection in the areas most at risk. It also miti-
gates costs between the least and the more vulnerable
populations, by providing insurance subsidies. It intro-
duces two extensions. The first with greater emphasis on
responsibility, excluding policyholders who have not
adapted their housing to the PPRN. Another, more sup-
portive, abolishes deductibles and includes hailstormin Cat
Nat guarantee.

Second scenario - a climate risks State guarantee

The second scenario extends public reinsurance to all cli-
mate risks, therefore erasing their exceptional nature
and fully entrusting the government with the coverage
of risks that become uninsurable, including the compen-
sation and prevention of drought. Home insurance
would then become mandatory in order to put the Cat Nat
component on a universal basis. The system still remains
derived from home insurance, but becomes specific for
natural risks, with dedicated resources, and nationalized
for clay shrinkage and swelling risk, coastline erosion, indi-
vidual and collective prevention.

The extension of public reinsurance to all natural events
effectively repeals the system of decrees that distin-
guished TGN and Cat Nat claims. Transitioning from a pro-
gram based on exceptional events to a more standardized
program based on recurring ones will systemize insurance
coverage for claims excluded from the Cat Nat guaran-
tee!3, This proposal provides for swift and automatic claim
payout following a disaster. It replaces the initial assess-
ment phase and publication of an official natural disaster
decree, with a natural event certificate supplied by Météo
France'# outlining the affected areas.

Excluding clay shrinkage and swelling risks from the Cat
Nat guarantee would offset the risk of insurer withdrawal
once the decree system has been dropped. The Barnier
Fund would then be expanded to cover the costs of
adapting housing to clay shrinkage and swelling risk,
either ex ante or ex post. It would also provide grants to
carry out these preventive measures with eligibility cri-
teria based onincome. Qualifying renovations would take
into account the results of current experiments in the
insurance sector, which should target the most
socio-economically profitable measures. In addition, this
service would apply to all individual renovation work to
prevent climatic risks.

12. Assemblée nationale (2023), Rapport d'information sur I'évaluation de la prise en compte du retrait-gonflement des argiles, Report No. 1003, presented by Sandra

13. Any organisational or political issues raised by the end of the Cat Nat decrees will be examined.
14. Increased, in the same way as the appraisal provided for Cat Nat decrees, by BRGM for drought, the French Navy's Hydrographic and Oceanographic Service (SHOM)
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Concerning the threat of coastline erosion, this scenario
would strengthen the role of the Barnier Fund in funding
collective prevention measures, in particular adaptation
measures such as seawalls, revetments or planned reloca-
tion. For private individuals, we reiterate scenario 1 rec-
ommendations with increased thresholds.

Public insurance coverage of erosion and clay shrinkage
and swelling risks within the Barnier Fund therefore trans-
forms the prevention/repair paradigm into a housing adap-
tation paradigm. The government directly manages climate
risks, either through public reinsurance or publicinsurance.
Moreover, risk mitigation mechanisms between house-
holds and between territories are radically restructured
(particularly for the clay shrinkage and swelling risk):

e Prevention and compensation become linked as part of
adaptation strategies against clay shrinkage and swell-
ing, forming a coverage continuum;

e Theindependence of appraisers isincreased by pooling
forces, as presented in the previous scenario, although
co-funded by the government to contribute to the cost
of clay shrinkage and swelling appraisals, now included
in the Barnier fund;

¢ The creation of a collective climate risk prevention tax,
levied on homeowners and renters, in return for lower
insurance premiums. This could affect the system’s
acceptance levels, in particular its allocation between
local authorities and the central government. An addi-
tional surcharge on second homes and vacant residen-
cies could be considered;

e Trustin the system could be improved by the abolition
of Cat Nat decrees.

The scenario reassigns the roles between taxpayers and
policyholders, between the government and the market,
between the central State and local authorities. It allows
the insurance sector to cover climate with government
support, and gives local authorities leeway to fund collec-
tive prevention and individual adaptation. The additional
public revenue needed to fund this scenario replaces part
of the premiums paid by households to the insurance
sector and produces a redistribution between exposed and
less-exposed households: those at higher risk of coastal
erosion and clay shrinkage and swelling risk benefit from
thisredistribution, while the less-exposed contribute more
to the system than before.

Third scenario — State insurance of climate risks:
towards a “Social Security for Climate”?

The third scenario calls for complete and universal social-
ization of climatic risks on housing. It would provide auto-
matic coverage for all households, thereby guaranteeing
government liability for climate related claims. This sce-
nario should be considered when climate change impacts
the insurability risks in more regions, leading to increasing
protection gaps. Mutualizing risks to maintain affordable
insurance for all our fellow citizens would require correc-
tive measures for a growing proportion of contracts, which
would reduce financial gains in the private sector. This sce-
nario could not be implemented without a better appre-
ciation of the impact of climate risks in the coming years.

Firstly, this scenario introduces a unified, socialized
system of climate risk coverage for residential property
and preventive housing adaptation. The Barnier fund
would thus be withdrawn. All households would automat-
ically qualify: owner-occupied, rental housing, second
homes and renters. It has both a restorative dimension,
introducing an indemnity branch, and a productive dimen-
sion, creating a risk prevention circuit and adapting hous-
ing to climaterisks. It offers risk-based insurance coverage
(see Table 2 next page), with specific contributions and

capping:

¢ The "uninhabitable” zone benefit includes slow-on-
set, high-probability events. It mainly applies to areas
atrisk of coastline and mountain erosion and exposed
to specific hazards (such as flooding). It includes the
program detailed in the second scenario for coastline
erosion.

¢ The "drought” benefit includes slow-onset, low proba-
bility events. It mainly covers the consequences of clay
shrinkage and swelling. It is based on the program
detailed in the second scenario.

¢ The “weather” benefit applies to rapid-onset and both
low or high probability events. It includes all other cli-
matic hazards (storms, thunderstorms, hail, non-do-
mestic fires, cyclones, floods of all types, etc.). It also
covers other natural hazards unrelated to climate
change, but falling under the Cat Nat guarantee which
will no longer exist (earthquakes or volcanic eruptions).
Regarding prevention, the system allocates a collec-
tive prevention subsidy to municipalities, based on risk
mapping (fixed) and events intensity (variable).
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Climate contributions would replace insurance premiums.
Funding this system would therefore rely on specific and
earmarked resources (property climate taxes), on a
cadastral basis, which would depend on the occupancy
status (renter, owner-occupier, landlord) and proper-
ty-value (through brackets), in line with the current
French taxe d'habitation and taxe fonciere. It could
include an additional surcharge for owners of second
homes and empty properties, to reinforce redistribution
through income. In the event of a relatively unscathed
year, a reserve fund could be set up to capitalize surplus
contributions.

This funding redistributes resources between households
exposed to climate risks and those less vulnerable; the
former being net receivers of this compensation system,
while the latter (top floor, lower-risk areas), net contribu-
tors. In terms of housing adaptation, highly exposed and
low-income areas are net receivers of the system, while
wealthier and lower-risk areas are net contributors.

This “Social security for climate” for households can be
considered as the first step towards a broader socialization
of natural risks, particularly for local authorities and busi-
nesses, forming a continuum of prevention and securing
property against climate hazards.

This third scenario introduces an integrated approach
based on global mutualization of risks by pooling pre-
vention, compensation and repair. It provides a compre-
hensive management framework for climate risk and
includes adapting housing to all risks, instead of focusing
solely on drought, as in the second scenario.

e Everyone is required to contribute to the costs of
increased coverage (as in the second scenario), which
represents a substantial additional cost. The resulting
increase in taxes (contributions) is offset by private
deductions (insurance premiums), resulting in broader
coverage than under the current system. Single bene-
fits, including risk-related benefits in the event of a
claim caused by multiple hazards, makes the system
theoretically easy to understand;

e This third scenario combines a number of existing tax
regimes, systems and mechanisms, whose prolifera-
tion could undermine their use and efficacy (Barnier
fund, Green Fund for collective prevention, emer-
gency funds, etc.);

e The governance of such a system can take several
forms: public or delegated management by private
insurers. Public management can also take several
forms: a dedicated fund in the national budget, man-
agement by a third-party administration, creation of an
ad hoc fund (that could be affiliated to the Social Secu-
rity system), etc,;

e Lastly, the insurance market retains home insurance
for risks other than natural hazards, car insurance and
building and construction insurance.

Financial summary of scenarios

Expenses and income for each scenario!® are shown in
Table 3 (next page). They are presented in comparison
to the counterfactual expenses and income from natural

Table 2 — Summary of financial benefits offered by the system

Coverage rate Capping

Contributory capacity

Uninhabitable zone 70% of property value

€400,000 for 5-year risk
€200,000 for 25-year risk and over

Coverage rate adjusted according to property
value (from 100% for low values to 50%)

Drought 100% of damage €200,000 Means-tested cover (from 100% for low-
income households to 50% for the wealthiest)
Weather 100% of damage €200,000 for property Coverage rate adjusted according to property

€20,000 for furniture

value (from 100% for low values to 50%)

Individual climate

risk prevention
(excluding clay
shrinkage and swelling)

100% of the work €100,000

Means-tested cover (from 100% for low-
income households to 50% for the wealthiest

See the report for details of the assumptions and costings.

Source : HCSP
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events in 2023. These figures are not intended to be
exhaustive, but to give an order of magnitude of the finan-
cial flows for the three scenarios.

Compared with the current system, the core of the first
scenario would represent an additional cost of 1.3 billion
euros due to the expanded coverage permitted by the
“responsible contracts” on the one hand, and prevention
effort on the other. An additional 500 million euros would
be invested in insurance benefits. These additional costs
are funded by increased revenue of €2.1 billion, compris-
ing an increase in premiums of 825 million euros and in
public revenue of €1.3 billion (Gemapi tax, reallocation of
the Barnier tax and increase in its rate).

The second scenario represents an additional cost of
€4.7 billion to which we add a public transfer of €330 mil-
lion for low-income households. This massive increase in
premium costs is mainly due to the risk of drought, for
which housing adaptation are socialized at a total cost to
the public sector of nearly €2 billion. Preventing damage
due to coastal erosion would add an extra €900 million.
The estimated cost of drought risk prevention is based on
the maximalist hypothesis that top-down measures will be

adopted which assumes that their socio-economic profit-
ability is demonstrated (which is not the case to date). These
additional costs will be funded by raising public revenue by
€6.5 billion, mainly through the climate risk prevention tax.

Finally, the third scenario has a net additional cost close to
the second scenario’s, estimated at an additional €5 billion
compared to the current system. The main differences are
the complete transfer of compensation from the private to
public insurance sector, and the replacement of the exist-
ing sources of funding (insurance premiums, surcharges
and prevention taxes) by new levies. Expenditure and
additional public revenue are estimated respectively at
€10.1 and 10.2 billion.

These three scenarios are introduced with no intention of
recommending one over another. Presented measures can
already be gradually implemented. A national conference
on climate change should be organised by the end of
the decade in order to discuss which scenario should be
implemented to address the situation as it evolves
(claims, damage, coverage, which could be estimated using
the data from the evolving risk mapping that we suggest
setting up).

Table 3 - Summary of spendings and revenue for the different scenarios, compared to 2023

EXPENDITURE CURRENT SCENARIO 1 SCENARIO 2 SCENARIO 3
Compensation for climate risks 4,124 +839 +2,880 +2,985
of which drought 1,050 +210 +1,260 +1,365
of which coastline 0 +14 +905 +905
of which other climatic risks 3,074 +615 +715 +715
Individual and collective prevention 930 +480 +1,740 +1,827
Management fees 124 0 +100 +161
TOTAL ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURE +1,319 +4,720 +4,972
Transfers: insurance assistance 0 +506 +332 0
TOTAL COST IN 2023 5,178 7,003 10,230 10,150
of which cost to the private sector 4,248 5,073 4,123 0
of which cost to the public sector 930 1,930 6,107 10,150
REVENUE
Insurance premiums 2,550 +825 -335 -2 550
Increase in additional premium (Cat Nat) 789 +165 -67 -789
Barnier Fund and Green Fund (general budget) 650 -200 -200 -650
Gemapi tax 280 +434 +434 -280
Reallocation and increase in the Barnier levy 0 +900 +900 0
Contribution for the Prevention of Climate Risks 0 0 +5,370 +10,203
of which additional contributions for second homes 0 0 +358 +358
and vacant residencies
TOTAL ADDITIONAL REVENUE 0 +2,124 +6,102 +5,934
TOTAL REVENUE IN 2023 4,269 6,393 10,371 10,203
of which revenue for the private sector 3,339 4,329 3,339 0
of which revenue for the public sector 930 2,064 6,504 10,203
Sources: France Assureurs, Cour des Comptes, authors' calculations.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Common principles
Proposal 1

Set up a precise, adaptable and accessible mapping of cli-
mate risks in France (hazards, exposure, vulnerability,
insurance coverage and cancellations, premiums, etc.),
with full transparency required from insurers.

Proposal 2

Setup a consultative committee for mutualizing risks, brin-
ging together all parties involved, including public autho-
rities and local representatives, along with impacted
stakeholders on a national and/or regional level, whose
involvement would depend on the scenarios.

Proposal 3

Implement a timetable for PPRN revisions, consistent with
global climate projections (trajectoire de réchauffement de
référence pour l'adaptation au changement climatique,
TRACC) and other existing planning documents, and esta-
blish a regular update schedule.

Proposal 4

Relocate communities away from high-risk areas: maintain
the Barnier procedure, which has been integrated into the
system, for the amicable acquisition of homes that have
been more than 50% destroyed by a climate event; antici-
pate the need for rehousing in the event of a natural disas-
ter; abolish subsidies and tax new construction in high-risk
areas where it is not prohibited, modulating where neces-
sary the amount of taxation according to building resi-
lience criteria.

Proposal 5

Guarantee the independence of adjusters, according to
procedures that are specific to the different scenarios.

Proposal 6

Improve regulatory oversight in territories (Langreney, Le
Cozannet, Merad 2024 proposal).

Proposal 7

Transfer the financing powers of the Green Fund for cli-
mate risk prevention to the Barnier Fund, in order to favour
the use of a single fund.

Proposal 8

Strengthen individual and collective information on cli-
mate risks, in order to develop a “risk culture” in the affec-
ted regions.

Proposal 9

Certify contractors for repairing and adapting homes sub-
ject to clay shrinkage and swelling, based on the Reconnu
Garant de I'Environnement (RGE) certification scheme.

First scenario - State regulation
of the insurance market

What damage should be covered and how?
Proposal 1

Introduce a “responsible insurance policy” (contrat respon-
sable), the content of which would be standardized and
would include basic guarantees for relocation, rebuild fol-
lowing a build-back better approach, housing adaptation,
legal and “counter-appraisal” expenses and essential
goods benefits, in order to combine adaptation and com-
pensation.

A more supportive version of this scenario would intro-
duce premium capping, which would be viable for insurers
through territorial modulation.

An extensively supportive version of this scenario would
include compulsory hailstorm events insurance in TGN
coverage, as with for storm risk.

Proposal 2

Adjust the reinsurance threshold and/or the Barnier levy rate
in high-risk areas (as defined by the map of climate risks) if
insurability criteria defined by the consultation committee are
no longer met. .

Proposal 3

Provide affordable insurance for the most vulnerable
households, to cover all or part of the subscription costs,
depending on income.

A more supportive version of this scenario would main-
tain the same level of out-of-pocket expenses across all
regions, including high-risk areas (particularly in overseas
territories).
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An extensively supportive version of this scenario would
cancel deductibles when an event is declared a natural
disaster.

Proposal 4

Introduce exceptional and non-renewable buyouts before
2030 for homeowners who have unknowingly purchased
a primary residence put at risk by coastline erosion. This
aid would be modulated according to property value and
capped at 70% or €300,000. It would decrease to reach
€100,000 for properties exposed by 2050 and beyond.

A more supportive version of this scenario would
increase the ceiling extend the 2050 deadline.

An more “responsible version” of this scenario could
introduce additional insurance against the permanent loss
of capital due coastline erosion beyond five years, and
beyond the threshold for exceptional public subsidy. Insu-
rance revenue would be used for relocation. Reinsurance
would be public-backed with unlimited State guarantee if
projections for the claim-count are exceeded.

Who will benefit from this insurance?
Proposal 5
Triple the deductible if the housing adaptation obligations

required by the PPRN are not carried out within five years.

An alternate version of this scenario would increase res-
ponsibility by excluding policyholders who have not fol-
lowed the PPRN recommendations within 10 years and
limit coverage to furniture and relocation insurance.

Proposal 6

Broaden access to the Barnier Fund to enable households
to carry out the adaptative measures required by the
PPRN within the specified timeframe. Currently, renova-
tion costs are limited to 10% of the property value, while
de Barnier Fund contributes 80% within a limit of
€36,000. We propose to adjust the 10% threshold accor-
ding to the property value, which could reach 50% in the
lowest price group.

A more supportive version of this scenario would adjust
the 80% ceiling to household income, to reduce out-of-
pocket expenses for low-income households. Incentives
for adaptation could be increased by raising the €36,000
ceiling, or introducing a bonus on insurance premiums.

Proposal 7

Exclude drought-related claims occurring during the first
ten years of construction from the Cat Nat Guarantee,
including buildings that have complied with the “loi Elan”
standards. These claims would be covered by the builder's
liability.

How wiill the system be funded?
Proposal 8

Reallocate the Barnier levy to the Barnier fund, in order to
fully allocate the Barnier levy to individual and collective
prevention.

Proposal 9

Adjust the Barnier and Gemapi taxes to the system’s finan-
cing needs.

What form of governance should be adopted?
Proposal 10

Implement a private insurance backed pool of appraisers,
allowing their appointment independently, thus removing
the financial bond between the insurance companies and
appraisers.

Second scenario -
a climate risks State guarantee

What damage should be covered and how?

Proposal 1

Make home insurance mandatory for all homeowners, pro-
vided that access to a coverage plan is guaranteed for all.
Access conditions would be ensured by the Bureau Central
de Tarification (BCT) (central pricing office).

Proposal 2
Extend public reinsurance to all natural events.

Proposal 3

Repeal the decree system. Claims lose their exceptional
nature and are automatically evaluated when a natural
event occurs.

Proposal 4

Exclude drought-related claims from the Cat Nat system
and extend the use of the Barnier Fund to adapt housing
subject to droughts, either ex ante or ex post. The Barnier
Fund would provide grants to carry out both preventive
and renovation work (see proposal 6).
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Proposal 5

Strengthen the Barnier Fund’s role in funding collective
prevention measures, in particular adaptation measures
such as seawalls, revetments or planned relocation. For
private individuals facing coast erosion risks, we reiterate
scenario 1, proposal 2 recommendations with increased
thresholds (€400,000 and a degressivity down to
€200,000 for properties exposed by 2050 and beyond).

Who will benefit from this insurance?
Proposal 6

Provide a drought-related damages subsidy, which would
cover up to 100% of climate resilient home upgrades,
capped at €100,000. The subsidy would depend on family
income. This benefit would also apply to every individual
climate prevention efforts.

How wiill the system be funded?
Proposal 7

Introduce a Contribution for the Prevention of Climate
Risks, levied on homeowners and renters, to fund munici-
pal prevention and adaptation efforts. This contribution
could include an additional surcharge for second homes
and vacant residencies.

What form of governance should be adopted?
Proposal 8

The pool of insurance appraisers created in scenario 1
would now be co-financed by the government to cover the
costs of drought-related damages assessment, now part
of the Barnier Fund. The participation of appraisal compa-
nies in this pool would be subject to certification, checked
and renewed every three years.

Third scenario - State insurance of climate risks:
towards a “Social Security for Climate?”

What damage should be covered and how?

Proposal 1

Introduce a socialized and unified insurance system for cli-
mate risks to cover residential property and preventive
housing adaptation. The Barnier Fund would be wit-
hdrawn.

Proposal 2
Offer risk-based insurance coverage:

e The “uninhabitable zone” benefit includes slow-onset,
high probability events. It mainly applies to areas at risk
of coastline and mountain erosion or exposed to spe-

e cific hazards (such as recurrent flooding). It includes
the program detailed in the second scenario for coast-
line erosion.

¢ The "drought” benefit includes slow-onset, low proba-
bility events. It mainly covers the consequences of clay
shrinkage and swelling. It is based on the program
detailed in the second scenario.

e The "weather” benefit applies to rapid-onset and low
or high probability events. It includes all other climatic
hazards (storms, thunderstorms, hail, non-domestic
fires, snow, cyclones, floods of all types, etc.). It also
covers other natural risks unrelated to climate change,
but falling under the Cat Nat guarantee which no
longer exists for housing (earthquakes or volcanic
eruptions). It covers damages up to €200,000, which
can be modulated according to the property value, and
up €20,000 for furniture.

Proposal 3
Introduce universal risk coverage with risk-based capping.

Proposal 4

Allocate a collective prevention subsidy to municipalities
based on risk mapping (fixed) and events intensity (va-
riable).

Who will benefit from this insurance?
Proposal 5

Allhouseholds would automatically qualify: owner-occupied,
rental housing, second homes and renters.

How will the system be funded?
Proposal 6

Fund this system with specific and earmarked resources
(climate contributions), on a cadastral basis, which would
depend on the occupancy status (renter, owner-occupier,
lessor) and property value (with brackets), in line with the
current taxe d’habitation and taxe fonciére.

Proposal 7

It could include an additional surcharge for owners of second
homes, and on vacant residencies (with a progressive scale
depending on the length of vacancy) to reinforce redistri-
bution through revenue.

Proposal 8

In the event of relatively unscathed year, a reserve fund
could be set up to capitalize surplus contributions.
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What form of governance should be adopted?

The governance can take several forms: public or dele-
gated management by private insurers.

Proposal 10
For public governance, either entrust it to the State and

existing operators (management by a third party adminis-
tration, Social Security climate branch, extended Barnier
Fund, etc.), or create dedicated governance.

Proposal 11

For public governance, set up national governance for
recovery, distribution and allocation of funds to local
levels and municipalities for collective prevention, organi-
sation of local relays, consultation with local manufactu-
rers and operators to develop coverage, development of
control bodies, etc.

Proposal 12

For public governance, set up local units, such as a depart-
mental funds or local delegations (e.g. Agence nationale
de I'habitat- ANAH), to pay and receive claims, to act as a
unique counter for prevention and repair, to organize
appraisals following a loss, to provide technical support,
and to monitor repairs and new constructions.

Proposal 13

For public governance, leave home insurance for risks
other than natural hazards, car and building insurance, or
climate risks coverage beyond public benefit ceilings to
the private market.

Proposal 14

Contract appraisers and control the certification of contrac-
tors for the adaptation and repair of residential properties.

Proposal 15

Create a Climate Risk Ombudsperson to help resolve
issues with the local or national fund.
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