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This study analyzes the potential synergies and A stochastic non-linear whole-farm model was implemented to select optimal e e oot o EoS0 pliana et Tt by
conflicts of interest between farmers and insurers In crop insurance combinations according to ENSO phases and risk aversion

the selection of an optimal crop insurance contract. levels. However, the implemented model differed between farmer and insurer 1 e eurral
Special attention is given to how climate information to account for their own specific business goals. The farmer’s case was '- —

Influences this decision-making process. To do so, evaluated by maximizing a constant relative risk aversion utility function;

we consider a representative 40 hectares, rainfed, whereas, the insurer’s optimal choices were computed using a minimization

cotton-peanut farm located in Jackson County In of losses framework constrained by a conditional value-at-risk model

Florida. Our results show that year-to-year ENSO- (CVaR).
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based climate variablility affects farmers’ income and
Insurers’ gains according to crop insurance
contracts. Additionally, introduction of ENSO-based
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Farmer’s case

Insurer gain and farmer net income:
% with respect to their Maximums

climate forecasts presents a significant impact on p |
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that insurers and farmers can bridge their divergent
Interests by improving their understanding of the

whers T

- . . H.',rl—.ﬁf

EffECt- Of Cllmate- COnd|t|OnS on the development Of U[Wf:l ~ 1 IR ! for ﬁi‘: =005, 1,234 [E:I Average loss ratio per crop insurance contract and ENSCO phase

sustainable business plans. — &, =
2

Data IL, = E‘lfjﬁ-}fj + IFJ-P.E'J-XJ- — i:'j}fj — Prj }fj , fera=Tte N, i=12 34 ) . :E'Eﬂ:; L
Jn ol a Mifia

subiect io . i;l:,dem fl‘“.

. 13 | i

Eﬁm,j=ﬂ.5,3£m1j:[].5% A, =0 tor j=1; torj =2 (4 2 0 il i '/ ‘
Jackson Co., FL (30.774N, 85.226W) farm H '#“'K' 1 \/

where: ¢ = EMNGO phasze (1 = El Mifie, 2 = INeutral, 3 = La IMifia, 4 = all years), 7y = crop (1 = g0 B e ] ALY Y

o peanut, 2 = cotton), m = planting date in Table 1 (1 to 9 for peanut, and 10 to 13 for . e .‘__-ﬁ""’f‘\? v
40 ha, non'lr”gated1 50% peanut, 50% cotton cotton);, 72 = years for each optimization (1 to %90 tor El MNifie, %91 to 1980 for neutral, A/"r %
1951 to 2970 for La IMNifia, and 1 to 2%70 for all years), A, = constant risk aversion " _.,ﬁ-

Dothan Loamy Sand soll type coefhicient; 11 = mncome; g = initial wealth, 7 = final wealth; ¥ = crop yield; J¥ = e E R L R R i E EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
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loszes below insured wield lewels);, P = crop price;, PB = price base for ithsurance putposes; 2 e F3TiEEeng g 3 E E GEgggd ﬁ g 2 2 Fo0d8383a8

65 (1939-2003) ENSO phases C = production cost, Pr = nsurance premium; and, X = land allocation for every crop S T T
planting date.
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Insurer's case Implications
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g Insurer Premiums and/or subsidies could be decreased
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