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KUpLa amoteAeopata amo TNV avaAoyLoTKn HEAETN TOU cuothnuatog EArA

=2 UVOALKA KaTta TNV tepiodocg 2011-2019, ta achaAlotpa Kot ol Artol{nNHULWOELC
oLV Ta £€060L EXOUV QVTLOTOLXLOTEL OE YEVIKEC YPOLUEC

—>Q0t1000, T0 2020 Kot to 2021 ot {nuieg avénBnKav onUavTka: epinou 234
ekaToppLUpLa evpw to 2020 Kat 291 ekatoppvpLa eupw to 2021

=01 elodpopEC NTAV OXETIKA oTaBEPEC KaTA TN SLAPKELA ALUTAC TNG TIEPLOOOU
(otadlaka avéavovtal e Tic afiec mapaywync): Qotooo, ol anolnUIWoeLS (LOlwc
armo tnv aodpaiion KaAALEpyelwv) daivetal va auéavovtal Katd tn SLapKeLo TNC
nepLodou, onote ta tpExovta achaAilotpa (dnAadn, 4%) dev emapkouv yLa TV
KaAvuPn InULwV

=To aopalotpa yio tov {wikd MANBuoUo Exouv dltadopeTik TAon, KaBwWC oL
Ato{NULWOELC AVTLOTOLXOUV LOVO O€ TIEPLTTOU TO EVAL TPLTO TWV aoPAALCTPWV YL
QUTA T XPOVLAL.



[Teploplopol oto udplotapevo cuotnua EAMA
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* To untapyov cuotnuo EATA
ELVOL UTIO QUEAVOUEVN ,
OLKOVOWLKI TTLECH) TO TEAEUTAL
XPOVLaL KOl 0TO EAAOV.

* Arntolnuwoelg 2020 234 ekar.
gvpw; 291 ekat evpw to 2021

; ; 100
* Agv UTTAPXEL XWPOG VLo
npoacOnkn npoocBetwv s
KWvOUVWV 1 kaAuyng
* Epeuva twv aypotwv Seixvel 0

OTL OL UTtNpecLeG Tou EATA Oa
Ltopovoav va feAtiwBouv
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H Premium (crop) M Premium (livestock)  ® Claim (crop) Claim (livestock) ~ ® Admin expenses



KOpla ammoteAeopata amo TNV avaAuon TwV YEWPYLKWYV KVOUVwWV

OL ano{NULWGELC VLA TLC ATTWAELEC KOAAALEPYELWV

KALLOKWVovToL paydaio:

0 To cuvoAko Moco Twv amolNULWOEWV KATA TNV
neplodo 2011-2019 avEpyETAL OE IEPLOCOTEPA
ano € 1,151 81¢.

0 To cuVOALKO TOGO TWV ATALTACEWV TIOU
kataBAnOnkav to 2019 (€192 ek.) eivat 273,6%
HEYAAUTEPO O CUYKPLON UE TA ETITES A TOU
2011 (€ 51,4 £k.).

H katavoun tTwv Kabapwv mapoxwyv givat avion

ocov adopa to tpodiA Kivéuvou
KaAMEpYELOC/VOUOU:

0 OL 10 o eudAwrteg KaAALEPYELEG TNV TIEPLOSO
2011-2019, avtutpoowrnevouv to 51,6% Twv
OUVOALKWV KATABAAAOUEVWY ATTO{NULWOEWV.

0 O kaAALEpyeleg dpouTWV Kot TO BapBaxt
guBUVOVTOL YLA TIG TIEPLOCOTEPEC ATIWAELEC.

JuyKEvTpwon Kabapwv opeAwv (armolnUwoeLc pelov etodopEc)

yla tic KaAAépyetec/vououc:

0 15 amé toug cuvoAtka 51 vopoug avTutpoowtevouv tTo 75,2% twv
OUVOALKWV amolnULWOEWV TTou KatafAnBnkav yLa tnv mapaywyn

KOAALEPYELWV.

JUYKEVTPWON KOULPLKWV KWVOUVWV:

0 OL 6 o emulnpLeg attieg Twv
amo{NULWOEWV yLa KAAALEPYELEG,
TIOU QVTLUTPoowTnievouv 1o 99,4%
TOU OCUVOAOU TWV OMWAELWY, Elval:

» XaAadl (46,6%)
» Bpoyomtwoelc (22,2%)
» Nayetocg (17,3%)

86,1%

» AvepoBuelia (7,1%)
» NMAnuuopeg (3,1%)
» Kavowvag (2,7%).

Ot ano{NULWGELC YLa. TOl
{wo 6ev anoteAouv

NTnpa:

0 O anolnuiwoslg yia
{woa umepPBaivouv Ta
€ 46 =K. kata tnv 2011-
20109.

QO Eival oxetika otaBepéc
LE TNV apodo Twv
ETWV, Kal KUpOvovTal
nepimou ota 5
EKQTOMHUPLO EVPW
gTNolwc.



2UYKEvTpwaon vnAou
KlvOUVOU Ka petapAntotnta

U Asiktng Inuiac (LR) yia Tic KAAALEPYELEG
EXEL ALEAVOUEVN TAON EVW YLl Kol Tat {wal
eninedn mMPOC LELWUEVN.

JTo kataotpodikd HEPOC TOU KIvOUVOU
auEAVETAL KoL YLVETOL TTLO aoTOBOEC.

To k6otoc kKivdUvou KataoTtpodng
géaptatal armo Tov aplOpo Kot to pEyebog
Twv coBapwv {NUWV (HE amwAELD AVw
tou 30% )

dYPnAn ocuykévtpwon kivduvou Katpou

O kapikot kivbuvol napouotalouvv
OUVOMALKEC TAOELC YL TILO EVTOVEC/CUXVEC
KOlL EKTOC EMOXNC EUPAVIOELC
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Auéavopevec amolnNUWOoELS AOYW QUEOVOULEVWV OTTWAELWV: CUXVOTEPA KOl

KOTOLOTPODLKA KOLPLKA daLvOpEVaL

K L’) p LOL GU HT[E p Cfxo_ H oTa » Avaykn enevdUoEwWY 0TNV KALLATIKN avOeKTIKOTNTA

» Avaykn xpnUotodoTnong Tou XAOUATOC LETAEY TwV EL0GOPWV TWV

OTTO -[Lq oV OL)\UTLK € q yewlpvwv KOLL va, KataB}\r]leevu{ov ano(nutwoa{ov :
. e AUEnon aodaAiotpwv (A/kat increase deductible)
& pv QOLE q e Xprion embotrioswv acdpoaiioTpwy

e Melwon aopaAloTikA¢ KAALYNG

Juykévtpwon vPnAou kivduvou kal kaBapd odEAn (claims minus
premiums) yla Alyecg mepldEpeleg/KaAALEPYELEG: TTOCOOTO 4% UTIOTLUA TLG

KaAALEpyeLec/TeploxEc uPnAou Kivduvou

» Avaykn dtadopormoinong twv aodaAloTpwy KoL TIPOCEYYLONG TOUG O€
TIHEC Baoel KivdUvou

MBavn avaykn yla mpocOeta péoa Slaxeiplong Kivduvwv
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B Y ()nAn mpotepalotnTa

e Aladopormoinon achaAictpwy

—V LGXU O n KOL e Evbexouevo ermibotnonc acdaAiotpwy

3 E)\TLU.) O ﬂ TOU . I‘Iapoxln KWATPWV GTOUG YEWPYOUG VO
, emeVOUOOUV OTN HELWON TOU KvOUVOoU

OUOTNHLATOC

E /\ |— A 2 UUTTANPWHOTIKA LETPOL

e BeATlwon LKOVOTIolNoNG TWV EAATWY
e Evbexouevo aviaopaiiong

e EtavaéloAoynon Tou cUCTHHOTOC
npoAnync touv yaAallou




AlaoTaupoupevn emLOOTONOLNON METOLU KAAALEPYELWY

200 KaAAEpyeLeg *OLIVES(OIL) e
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e OLKAAALEPYELEC TTOU £lvol TIAVW TN Sloywvio ypappn emibotouv ekelvec TTou BplokovTtal KATw.

* [lpotewvopeva evaAlaktikd aodaAiotpa ) ekntwoels (deductibles) mov Ba pmopovcav va cupfalouv otn
Helwon Twv dtaotavpoloewv EMIOOTNOEWV.

* Tpelg lwveg aodpaliotpwv: uPnAog kivduvocg (6-8%), petpLog kivouvog (4%), xaunAog kivbuvoc (2%)
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Support for premium subsidies

* The ELGA system is under financial pressure and the ARM team has been assessing the feasibility of
supporting the cost of production risk covers provided by ELGA.

* Resources estimated by the actuarial team to make the ELGA system more financially stable are very
roughly estimated to be in the range of € 30 to 50 million per year.

* Consideration to premium subsidies was given in the previous programming period but implementation
did not take place because of supposed limitations in the regulations.

 The ARM team explorations seem to indicate that support to the cost of ELGA covers could be provided in
three ways:

* Through support to premiums for insurance schemes (considering ELGA covers as “insurance
policies”);

* Through support to mutual funds (leveraging on the “mutualistic” nature of ELGA);

* With CAP first pillar resources (Italy’s proposed new approach)



npooBeta petpa

ApoBaio achaiion
(Mutual Funds) ka
YtaBepormnoinon
Eloobnpuatog

Ertibotnoelg aodaiiotpwv
yLo TOV LOLWTLKO TOPED
OUUTTANPWULOTLKEC OTNV
aodpaiion/kalvn tou
EATA

NEa rpoiovta, Omwe
aodaAion dewktwy (index
insurance)




lssues In
moving
forward

Funding resources from CAP SP to support risk
management

Institutional complexities in implementing certain new
instruments, e.g., mutual funds and income stabilization

Motivating the private sector to take a bigger role given
their limited engagement so far

Dealing with high levels of uncertainty due to climate
change

Investing in improving the climate resilience of Greek
agriculture



Potential need for additional instruments

* Income & price volatility can
be significant for specific

ltem CV20a CV 10 recent CV 10 previous
Crops Rice 0.31 0.17 0.18
* Farmers in the survey Dessert apples 0.16 0.16 0.14
. Dessert pears 0.21 0.12 0.23
expressed interest for beaches 0.35 021 0.95
income stabilization Sweet oranges 0.16 0.13 0.18
e Private sector does offer ':"a”da””s 8;2 8;2 81‘1’
supplemental insurance emons ' ' '
Grapes 0.12 0.10 0.11
coverage to ELGA but Olives 0.31 0.28 0.7
focusing on lower risk Apricot 0.38 0.31 0.28
crops/farmers/regions and Cherries 0.27 0.18 0.14

with very limited uptake



mplementing risk management tools in the CAP
framework

Since the past programming period (2014-20), EU Member States may use rural
development funds to support the implementation of risk management
measures:

(a) Premiums for insurance schemes (for both indemnity and index
insurance products);

(b) Mutual funds for managing production risk;

(c) Mutual funds for income stabilization.

In the 2014-20 period Greece did not implement any CAP risk management
measure.



The ARM team was helping MRDF to define an effective strategy
for risk management

MRDF had been considering activating the Mutual Funds measure for either “production risks” or
“income stabilization”

However, the scope and effectiveness of the Mutual Fund measure may be limited since
implementing Mutual Funds requires:

e Setting up Managing Entities with significant administrative capacity (not necessarily available in all EAS)

» Access to significant amounts of “certified” data (in particular for income stabilization) that may not be
available

 Significant funding support
Hence, the actual outreach of the Mutual Fund (including IST) measure may be limited.

Providing financial support to the system centered in ELGA through a targeted premium support
measure may have a more universal impact and could also be more efficient.

As part of the innovations in agricultural insurance implementable in the CAP framework, the ARM
team has also illustrated the features of index insurance products and has provided suggestions
on the appropriate use of such a type of insurance covers.



Mutual Funds for production risk and income stabilization

ARM team and MRFD have run scenarios for reference EAS examples

Work carried out by the ARM team allowed MRDF to:

- Understand the operational modalities and the administrative requirements for setting up Mutual Funds, and
focus on the differences between production risks and income stabilization

- Interact with #we reference EASs to collect the data required to run preliminary feasibility scenarios

- |dentify potentially relevant scenarios

- Estimate the ballpark amounts required by MRDF to support the initial experiences in implementing Mutual
Funds

* The preliminary analyses carried out showed that for a reference EAS with 3000 members, and for the simple
cases of full and 50% participation of EAS members, the CAP resources required would range between 1.5 million
and 10 million euros per year.

* Farmers contributions to the scheme for the cases analysed would range between 250 and 800 euros per hectare
for production risks, and between 140 and 500 euros for income stabilization.



Property of ISMEA — all rights reserved.

New approach in Italy: Converging towards
the Greek mutual model with CAP funding

Levels of risk management intervention

b

|l Pillar

A

—

Risk management in the post-

2020 CAP national strategic plan Actions of
system and

ex-post

interventio

Insurance, mutual funds

and reinsurance policies

Baseline CAT

Catastrophic risk coverage

| Pillar
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New approach in Italy: leveraging CAP funding to
provide catastrophic protection to all producers

EXAMPLE: to cover at least 50% of the average annual CAT damage

of Italian farms (600 MIn €) - CAT Mutual Funds approx. 315 M€/Year

*€ 100,5 mln € 216,90 min
v Payment by all farmers of the CAT

. _ : v"Public contribution "activated”
coverage private quota; hypothesis o ,
withheld: (70%) from the second pillar

v - approx. 2,8% of direct payments



italy is also investing in Mutual Funds for
oroduction risks and income stabilization

* Inthe 2014 — 2020 programming period, € 200 million were allocated to Mutual Funds
for Production Risks and for Income Stabilization

e Various Mutual Funds have been officially recognized:

Fruits |and vegetables, Verona province (income stabilization)
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Giulia regions (production risks)

e Vineyards pests and diseases, Trento province (production risks)

* Despite the significant investments, setting up the funds has proved demanding and
actual operations have not yet started.



Annex slides




St

SWOT Analysis

rengths

Almost universal, covering key production risks at relatively affordable premium rates
Up to now financialgl sustainable system

Strong expertise and skills/knowledge by ELGA

Good complementarity between Disaster Aid and ELGA coverage

The mandatory system of ELGA is a good means to overcome adverse selection

Weaknesses

ELGA charges premiums that are not risk adequate

In recent years the system has already come under pressure as the trend of losses shows upward
tendencies which will likely persist in the future

Equity in distribution of net benefits amongst prefectures and crops and livestock sectors is an issue
because a small number of regions accrue most of the net benefits while most others consistently provide
most of the net suFr)ort
Some indication of low satisfaction rates by producers. With any mandatory system, there is less pressure
to offer the best services.

Lack of reinsurance could impede paying out full claims in a series of bad years

Producers may need additional risks to be covered on a voluntary basis but so far there is evidence of
limited additional demand

L_ovkv interest from private companies in covering residual risks, partly because of low demand and high-
risk crops



SWOT Analysis

Opportunities

The use of premium subsidies could alleviate some of the pressures to increase premiums in the future
The application of premium subsidies for private insurance products that complement ELGA’s coverage
could stimulate growth for such product and expand coverage for new risks

Introduce new products/approaches, such as mutual funds for production risks (for specific risks for
which coverage is not available or it is not sufficient), and for income stabilization (for high-value sub-
sectors in which price and production volatility make incomes unstable).

Improvements of the governance of ELGA that, according to the survey and more in-depth customer
satisfaction analyses, could improve its service orientation.

Threats

Changes in climatic patterns may increase frequency and severity of risks and change seasonal
weather risk patterns which may eventually lead to higher losses that require higher premium
rates and/or higher deductibles

Institutional requirements for some of the new products/approaches (e.g., mutual funds for
income stabilization) may be a challenge for many producer groups to meet

The implementation of new risk management tools (e.g., mutual funds) may also require
significant coordination and control activities from the MRDF in their role of “managing authority”
which may go beyond the current capacities

Private sector may not be interested to offer additional coverage/products for riskier crops even if
subsidized



