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Abstract - Solvency II framework sets a lot of challenges for
every insurance company, since it requires a more sensitive,
balanced and sophisticated risk analysis to prepare and establish
better risk coverage. Therefore it is important to identify the
risks that affect an insurance company’s performance and
development, since it causes unexpected losses incurred from
inadequate processes, people and systems, partners or from other
events. The concept of the paper is to identify, analyze, assess,
measure, manage and control risk effect on an insurance
company’s activity. In order to achieve the stated objective, the
authors of the paper use theoretical and methodological analysis
of the scientific literature, analytical, statistical, priority charts
and experts methods with the purpose to study the features of the
risk management. Through the conducted research the authors
of the paper measure a possible effect of the main risk on
insurance company’s activity in order to prepare the possible
risk management plan. In addition, the authors of the paper
investigate and develop a method that enables analyzing and
measuring each risk factor effect on risk occurrence probability.
The authors have developed risk culture implementation
approach by using experts risk assessment, as the first stage of
risk evaluation establishment according to Solvency II Directive
requirements.

Keywords — risk management, Solvency II framework, risk
factors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Insurance in one of the most significant and growing
industries in every country’s economics, therefore it requires a
more sophisticated and complex evaluation of the risk that can
occur in an insurance company.

However, a more sophisticated analysis of risks should
ensure stability and solvency of an insurance company’s
development and activity, thus protecting policyholders’
interests.

The main aim of Solvency II framework is to establish new
rules for insurance companies’ solvency assessment in the
European Union. The new Solvency II regime sets a lot of
challenges to every insurance company, since it requires
establishing new rules for risk evaluation that will change
rapidly every insurance company’s processes, Ssystems,
functions, organizational structure, and capital structure.

However, an effective risk evaluation is crucial for the
implementation of Solvency II and the ability to prosper in the
tough market environment.

The main problem of Solvency II Directive requirements is
that are still under development which ads impetus for
understanding the methods of their implementation within
insurance and reinsurance companies’ processes.

The Hypothesis of the article comprises the idea of the
improvement risk evaluation principles according to Solvency

IT Directive main requirements the activity of an insurance
company can be improved.

The concept of the paper is to identify, analyze, assess,
measure, manage and control risk effect on an insurance
company’s activity.

The object of the paper is risk evaluation. Therefore, the
subject is the improvement of risk evaluation in an insurance
company according to the Solvency II framework
requirements.

In order to achieve the stated objective, the authors use
theoretical analysis of the scientific literature, analytical
methods, expert and analytical hierarchy methods, as well as
comparative methods with the purpose to investigate the main
components of risk evaluation methods.

The main issue during the research was to interconnect
risk evaluation and an insurance company’s development. The
article consists of five main sections. The overview of
Solvency II framework requirements and insurance company
main evaluation principles are presented in Section II. The
authors of the publication investigate and analyze risk
evaluation methods according to Solvency II framework in
Section III. In Section IV the authors of the publication
introduce the case study of risk evaluation in an insurance
company using analytical hierarchy and ranking methods. The
final section summarizes the findings and conclusions of the
study and assesses the improvement of the risk evaluation.

II. THE BASIS OF RISK EVALUATION

Risk is the possibility of the occurrence of an insurance
event with an impact on the achievement of objectives.

Risk management is the method of managing, planning,
evaluating and controlling of processes an insurance company
with the aim to eliminate the possible risk of the insurance
company and to improve its development, profit and financial
results [1].

Risk measurement is the process of evaluation and
determination of the amount of an asset or set of assets that
should be kept in an insurance company’s reserves. The aim of
the new regime is to ensure the solvency and stability of an
insurance company.

The Solvency II Directive should establish economic risk -
based solvency requirements across all the European Union
countries for every insurance company.

According to Solvency II regime requirements insurance
companies’ solvency and financial stability can be managed
and improved through risk evaluation.

Solvency II framework is based on the three pillars where
each Pillar fulfills its own function:

o first Pillar is responsible for quantitative requirements of

new regime,
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e second Pillar requires qualitative and

requirements or system of government,

o third Pillar establishes disclosure requirements that imply

prudential reporting and public disclosure.

The basis of new regime is the risk function establishment
and improvement according to Solvency II Directive’s
requirements in order to ensure the solvency of insurance
companies.

The authors of the publication are concentrated on the first
and second Pillars responsible for risk evaluation and
management.

In order to satisfy Solvency II Directive requirements, it is
necessary to divide the risk function into two parts: risk
management and risk measurement. The interpretation of
Solvency II Directive is presented in Figure 1.
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Fig. 1. The interpretation of Solvency Il framework [2].

Figure 1 represents the clarification of Solvency II regime
that represents the Directive requirements which are based on
risk management and risk measurement, i.e. on sophisticated
risk evaluation.

Risk evaluation is based on risk management and risk
measurement since one point is measure the identified risk,
another is to value the introduced risk.

Risk evaluation covers all processes, reporting and
strategies procedures that should be comprised in order to
identify, monitor, measure, manage and report the risks on the
continuous basis.

Risk evaluation is also based on the risk culture established
in each insurance company.

Risk culture can be defined as the norms and traditions of
behavior of individuals and of groups within an organization
that determine the way in which they identify, understand,
discuss and act on the risks the organization confronts and
takes [3].

The risk culture is dependent on three main components:
risk appetite, risk tolerance and risk limits.

The risk appetite of an organization represents its overall
philosophy of risk taking and the expectations of its
stakeholders such as shareholders, policyholders and
bondholders [3].
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Risk tolerance transfers risk appetite value from qualitative
metrics to quantitative terms therefore presents the amount of
capital that insurance company has decided to put at risk [2].

The risk limit is approved by each particular insurance
company and introduces the more precise level of risk
tolerance that is allowed to put in risk management.

According to Solvency II framework main risks that should
be identified are based on the standard formula presented in
Table 1.

TABLE 1

INSURANCE COMPANIES MAIN RISKS ACCORDING TO SOLVENCY II
FRAMEWORK [1]

Risk Sub-risk Risk of sub-risk

Operational risk

Adjustment for the risk absorbing effect of technical provisions and
deferred taxes

2
=
N
g
2
§ Market risk | Interest rate, equity, property, spread,
N currency, liquidity, concentration, risks
-‘é Life risk Mortality, longevity, lapse, expenses,
S B revision, CAT, disability morbidity risks
§‘ § Health risk STL health, Non-STL health and CAT risk
v
% 2 Non-life Premium reserve, lapse and CAT risks
“ § g risk

3 § Default

23 -

2 g | Intangible

M| asset

Table 1 represents the main insurance risk according to
Solvency II framework standard formula.

During the case study the authors of the publication will
evaluate an insurance companies main risks according to the
new regime standard formula.

III. THE RISK EVALUATION MODEL

Risk evaluation is the process of risk
measurement and management.

Actually, risk evaluation covers all processes, reporting and
strategy procedures that should be comprised in order to
identify, monitor, measure, manage and report the risks on the
continuous basis.

The authors of the publication have created the risk
evaluation based on the main features:

o risk identification is the process of insurance company’s
main risk, sub-risk classification with aim to evaluate its
possible harm on insurance company’s stability;

o risk ranking is the process of evaluation, prioritizing and
listening of the risk of an insurance company with the
aim to identify the most important of them that could
more negatively influence an insurance company’s
activity;

e analytical hierarchy process is a theory of measurement
experts evaluations through pairwise comparisons
according to derive priority scales. It is these scales that
measure intangibles in relative terms.

importance
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The author of the paper have created the model scheme
that introduces the risk evaluation process starting from its
establishment in insurance company.

The risk evaluation scheme, created by the authors, is
presented in Figure 2.
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Fig. 2. Risk evaluation in insurance companies using hierarchy and priority
methods (created by the authors) [4, 5, 6,7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20].

The Figure 2 presents the risk evaluation scheme where are
introduced main stages of its development.

The introduction of risk system development according to
Solvency II Directive requirements in the Baltic countries is
presented in Figure 3.

Fig. 3. The interpretation of Solvency II framework (created by the authors)
[21, 22,23, 24, 25,26, 27, 28].

Since the Baltic insurance market, which is similar to the
Latvian insurance market, is rather young and is still
developing, the authors are concentrated on risk culture
development.

Risk culture development can be the first stage for next 2-3
years risk evaluation discussions in insurance companies,
using expert evaluations.

Risk culture is more about risk nature understandability
with the main aim to define risk tolerance, risk appetite and
risk limits of an insurance company. After the risk culture
implementation, the required capital for each risk should be
calculated, using new regime’s standard formula or internal
model.

After the risk measurement, using capital calculation, risk
management according to Solvency II Directive requirements
can be fully implemented and appropriate risk evaluation
process can be started.

The authors developed a short-term solution for the risk
culture development in an insurance company based on
Solvency II framework quantitative impact studies,
particularly according to the 5™ study.

The authors of the publication are concentrating on risk
evaluation part using risk ranking and analytical hierarchy
methods.

During the research the authors of the paper have
investigated the difference in adapted to an insurance
company’s risk evaluation methods using attracted expert
assessments.

The base of the hierarchy methods is the Saati hierarchy
method that introduces a theory of measurement through
pairwise comparisons on expert evaluation to derive priority
scales. The fact is that these scales are measuring intangibles
in relative terms.

Therefore the Saati hierarchy method measures how much
one element dominates another with respect to the given
attribute.

Calculation of expert evaluation using Saati hierarchy
method should be ensured using consistency ratio (CI) (1) or
consistency index (CR) (2), random index (R[) (3) that
approves conformity of expert view [29].

CI=(A =)/ (n=1), (1)
CR =CI /RI, @
RI =1.98(n—-2))/n, 3)
where
A >p are main eigenvalues of matrix. If matrix returns

toa f)ng)éitive value then A, >n.

n - comparable elements.

Saati and his colleagues at the Oak Ridge National
Laboratory and at the Wharton School of the University of
Pennsylvanian have investigated the possible values of the

random ratio.
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During the research 500 random reciprocal n X n matrices
were generated for n = 3 to n = 15 using the 1 to 9 scale. The
Saati conducted reasearch results is presented in Table 2.

TABLE I
RANDOM RATIO VALUES, INVESTIGATED BY SAATI [29]
RI MATRIX VALUES N
1]2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1980 | 0 0,58 | 090 | 1,12 | 1,24 | 1,32 | 1,41 | 1,45 | 1,49
2001 | 0 0,52 | 0,89 | 1,11 | 1,25 | 1,35 | 1,40 | 1,45 | 1,49

Saati evaluation is based on the specific scale using
pairwise comparison, presented in Table 3. During the case
study experts should use these scales.

TABLE III
SAATI EVALUATION IMPORTANCE SCALE [29]
Importance Description
1 Equal Two risks contribute equally to the objective
importance
3 Moderate Experience and judgment slightly favor one risk
importance over another
5 Strong Experience and judgment strongly favor one risk
importance over another

7 Very strong A risk is favored very strongly over another; its

dominance demonstrated in practice

9 Extreme The evidence favoring one risk over another is of
importance the highest possible order of affirmation
2, Compromise Sometimes one needs to interpolate a
4, between the compromise judgment numerically because there
6, above values is no good word to describe it
8
In case the consistency ratio is less than 10%,

nonconformity of expert view is likely to take place and
results can be defined as unreliable.

Risk ranking method ranges the risks by the value of
possible negative influence to an insurance company’s
development, using the importance scale the elements of the
particular process.

Ranking methods are used in order to assess and measure
the expert evaluations. The authors of the paper are adapting
the ranking methods to risk evaluation in insurance companies
in Baltics.

Using risk ranking methods there is necessity to investigate
each risk average statistical importance evaluation (4) [30].

Z C, 4)
M = i=1

- s
J m

where
Mj — risk importance assessment average statistical value;
m - the amount of experts that have evaluated j risks;
C; - experts I assessment of j risks.

The point is that also important is to calculate a proportion
coefficient of each identified in insurance company risk (5)
[30].
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m
>Cy
_ i—1 5
KJ’j o n m ? %)
Kooy 2 22C
j=li=1
where
k, - j risk proportion coefficient, the overview the part of all
risk points;

n  -risk amount;
k. - experts activity coefficient for j risk.

Similar to analytical hierarchy method in ranking methods
level of conformity should be calculated. The level of the
expert conformity can be calculated using all expert evaluation
variance for each risk (6), average quadratic variation of
expert evaluation (7), and relative variation coefficient of
evaluation (8) [30].

5 (e )

D (6)

J

m
O'jz,/Dj. (7)
O-/

v, =—L. (8)

However, conformity of expert evaluation for all identified
risks can be assessed using concordance factor (9) [31].

k
2
123, 4]
W = = —, ©)
m*(n®*=n)-m) T,
i=1

where

d; - is the sums of ranks for j risks and variations of average
arithmetical ranks sums, evaluated for all risks;

T; — depended ranking coefficient, based on amount t of expert
j evaluation.

Concordance coefficient calculation is significant in expert
evaluation assessment, since it describes the evaluation
correctness.

The point is that concordance coefficient range may vary
from zero to one.

The point is that in case concordance coefficient is equal to
1, the expert evaluations are fully harmonized and can be used
in analysis.

In order to prove the results of conducted research using
ranking methods, the hypothesis of the research should be
verified (10) [32].

xy=m-(n=1)-W >y} (10)

where
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Z; -calculated chi-squared test;

)(ﬁ - chi-squared test according to table value.

The authors also use another type of ranking method -
pairwise comparison where each pair of risks should be
compared using 10 points scale.

Thus the expert evaluate how much points should belong to
each risk from pair.

All expert evaluations are summarized in matrix and
compared with the aim to find out the most important of risks
with evaluation of each risk importance (11) [32].

, (11)

where
b; — multifactorial distribution of expert evaluation.

During the next section the authors of the paper will present
the case study using all analytical hierarchy and ranking
methods of one non-life insurance company’s performance
evaluation.

IV.RISK EVALUATION: INSURANCE COMPANY’S CASE

The authors have performed the case based on one of an
insurance company’s risk evaluation using risk ranking and
analytical hierarchy methods.

The conducted research should help to establish short-term
practise of possible risk nature investigation, using expert
evaluations.

During the research the authors have attracted expert from
this insurance company. Each expert has 2 and more year
work experience and introduced concrete process in an
insurance company.

e actuarial function — independent function, responsible for
risk measurement according to Solvency II framework,
mainly involved in 1* Pillar;

e internal audit function — independent function, is involved in
Solvency II Directive 2™ Pillar requirement fulfilment;

erisk management function — independent function, is

responsible for risk evaluation, is involved in new regime 2"

and 3" Pillar;

e compliance function — independent function, responsible for
management actions controlling, planning and forecasting, is
involved in 2™ Pillar;

e sales — are responsible for Gross Written premium volume,
often heads of the sales departments are board members, so
are involved in Solvency II requirements fulfilment from
management side;

o risk underwriting — is responsible for pricing actions for all
insurance companies products;

e claims handling — is responsible for appropriate claims
handling process in an insurance company, gives first
estimates of case reserves.

The authors of the paper firstly have investigated the
insurance company’s main risk using the described expert

evaluations. The expert evaluations using Saati scale is
presented in Table 4.

TABLE IV
EXPERT EVALUATION USING SAATI SCALE
Risk Risk Impogtan
1 2 3 4 5 ce, %

1.Operational risk | 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.3 0.2 13.37
2.Non-life risk 0.9 1.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3521
3.Credit risk 0.9 0.3 1.0 0.8 0.7 11.24
4.Health risk 33 0.3 1.3 1.0 2.0 20.71
5.Market risk 5.0 0.3 1.4 0.5 1.0 19.48
Total 11.2 3.1 7.8 5.6 6.9

In order to make the conclusions based on expert
evaluation, the conformity of expert evaluations should be
proved (see Table 5).

TABLE V
EXPERT EVALUATION CONFORMITY
Ratio A CI CR
Value 5.9572 0.2393 16.06%

The point is that conformity consistency ratio is more than
10%, therefore expert evaluations are conformed and can be
used for risk evaluation.

According to expert evaluations, the risks with the biggest
possible negative impact are non-life risk, health and market
risk. The authors have asked the experts to evaluate the
insurance company’s risk using ranking method (see Table 6).

TABLE VI
EXPERT EVALUATION USING RANKING

Risks
Statistical 1.Operational | 2.Non- |3.Credit |4.Health [5.Mark
value risk life risk risk risk et risk
Average 3.4 1.1 4.4 2.9 3.1
Median 3 1 4 3 3
Mode 5 1 4 2 4
Ranks 4 1 5 2 3

However, the conformity of expert evaluation is proved
using concordance coefficient, calculations are presented in
Table 7.

TABLE VII
EXPERTS CONFORMITY APPROVAL USING CONCORDANCE COEFFICIENT
Statistics Value
Number of the experts 7
The number of freedom degrees 4
Concordance coefficient 57.1%
z, 16
7+ (alfa=0.005) 14.86
7+ (alfa=0.01) 1328

The authors of the paper can conclude that expert
evaluation can be used in risk ranking and that according to
conducted research the results are similar to analytical
hierarchy method’s results.
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The fact is that the risk evaluations according to both used
approaches are following to the Solvency II framework each
risk capital measurement tendency where the biggest capital
should be put into non-life risk.

The point is that the authors of the publication recommend
to use ranking method as a start point of operational risk
nature investigation.

Operational risk is a change in value caused by the fact that
actual losses, incurred for inadequate or failed internal
process, people and systems, or from external events
(including legal risk), differ from the expected losses [1].

The fact is that an operational risk is one of the most
complicated risk, since it fully depends on the human factor,
IT and external factor failures, therefore interconnection
between decision making and estimated risk appetite, risk
tolerance and risk limits should be fully integrated into the
insurance company’s processes.

The authors using risk catalogue have identified operational
risk sub-risk and asked the same experts evaluate operational
risk sub-risk using ranking method and pairwise comparison.
Main operational risk sub-risk are:

1. organizational risk (R;;);

2. reputational risk (R;5);

3. business disruption and system failure risk (R;;);

4. human resources risk (R;,);

5. client, products and business practices risk (R;s);

6. compliance risk (R4);

7. execution, delivery and process management risk (R;;);
8. external fraud risk (R;s);

9. information technology (IT) risk (R;9);

10. model risk (R”g).

The point is that the operational risk expert evaluation’s
analysis using the standard ranking method is presented in
Table 8.

TABLE VIII
OPERATIONAL RISK EVALUATION USING RANKING

Statistical Risks (R))
value 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10

Average 31 [ 341294961 |46 |76 |84 |47 |93

Median 2 4 3 5 7 5 7 8 4 9

Mode 2 4 3 5 8 7 10 | 8 3 9

Ranks 2 3 1 6 7 4 8 9 5 10

In order to approve the conformity of expert evaluation, the
authors of the publication have calculated the concordance
coefficient presented in Table 9.

TABLE IX
APPROVAL OF EXPERT EVALUATION CONFORMITY
Statistics Value

Number of the experts 7

The number of freedom degrees 9
Concordance coefficient 56.2%

2

X 35.38

7+ (alfa=0.005) 2359

77 (alfa=0.01) 21.67
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According to operational risk research using ranking
method the authors can conclude that sub-risks with the
biggest negative influence on operational risk are business
disruption and system failure risk, organizational and
reputational risks.

Using expert evaluations the authors of the publication also
have performed pairwise comparison with aim to identify the
main operational risk sub-risks. The conducted research is
presented in Table 10.

TABLE X
OPERATIONAL RISK SUB-RISK PAIRWISE COMPARISON
. Risks (R ;)
Risks (R ;)
1213|4516 | 7|89 |10
1 10 08 {08 {08 foo fos [15 [17 fos |16
2 12 [0 Jo7 20 [14 Joo [io 22 fos [is
3 13 |15 [0 1o [13 Joo [15 [is |11 |19
4 12 fos fos [0 [15 Jos [15 |13 Jos [i1
5 11 o7 fos o7 [0 T13 [18 |18 fos [is5
6 19 |1 [rr |13 fos |70 {15 [18 {07 |16
7 07 |05 |07 [o7 o6 [o7 [0 Joo o6 |os
8 06 |05 [o6 |09 o6 Jos |11 [ro [o7 oo
9 17 15 Joo [0 [13 Tia 18 Jis [ro |25
10 Joe fo7 Jos Joo Jo7 fos e [11 Joa [ro
m
Z bi/'
= 113 |87 |74 |123 [100 |87 [152 |151 |71 |142
Evaluation [0.09 [0.11 [0.14 [0.08 [0.10 [0.12 [0.07 [0.07 [0.14 [0.07
Ranking |6 [4 [2 |7 [5 [3 fio fo [t |8

Using pairwise comparison the authors of the publication
have achieved slightly different results. According to pairwise
main risk comparison identified as the risks with the biggest
negative influence to the insurance company, are IT risk,
business disruption and system failure risks and compliance
risk.

Since two different ranking methods have showed slightly
different results, the authors of the publication can recommend
to use standard ranking method instead of pairwise risk
comparison. However, pairwise comparison should be
performed using evaluation of experienced experts with deep
risk nature comprehension but the fact is that the experts
knowledge in Baltics is still on low or medium level therefore
evaluation can be unreliable.

V.EXTENDED SUMMARY

Solvency II framework is based on new risk evaluation
requirements with the aim to ensure solvency of every
insurance company in the countries of the European Union.
The point is that Solvency II Directive is based on risk
management and risk measurement, meanwhile each function
plays crucial role in Solvency II Directive principles
establishment and should change the understanding of
insurance business principles.

The Baltic insurance market is rather small and developing
compared to that of the EU, therefore Solvency II Directive
requirements should be established through another approach.
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Since according to Solvency II regime requirements
insurance companies’ solvency and financial stability should
be managed and improved through risk evaluation, the authors
of the paper introduce the approach for risk evaluation
implementation in the Baltic countries, particularly in Latvia.

The authors have divided Solvency II Directive
requirements implementation into 4 stages:

1. Establishment of risk culture where the nature of each
risk should be investigated with the aim to set
appropriate risk appetite, tolerance and limits.

2. Risk measurement where the capital for each risk should
be calculated according to Solvency II standard formula
or an insurance company’s internal model.

3. Risk management process should be fully implemented
with the aim to manage and control all processes of an
insurance company with the aim to eliminate the possible
risk of the insurance company and to improve its
development, profit and financial results.

4. Risk evaluation includes implementation of risk culture,
risk measurement and risk management covers all
Solvency II requirements.

The authors recommend to use a short-term method for risk
culture establishment using expert evaluations. The expert
evaluation can be analyzed using analytical hierarchy and risk
ranking methods.

Experts should be an insurance company’s employees with
a high level of knowledge in a certain province. However, risk
evaluation should also educate key employees in risk nature
comprehension.

The authors have performed case study on one insurance
basis using internal experts risk evaluations with the aim to
study the importance of main insurance company’s risk
according to Solvency II Directive.

The conducted research has showed that according to expert
evaluation using analytical hierarchy and ranking methods the
risk with the biggest negative possible influence on the
insurance company development and performance are non-life
risk, health and market risk. The expert evaluation
corresponds fully with Solvency II capital requirements that
should be put to the risk.

The authors of the paper have also investigated the nature of
operational risk using ranking methods in analysis of expert
evaluations.

The suggested approaches of risk evaluation
implementation in short-term will enable every insurance
company to control trends within its development towards the
solvency and will introduce a deeper understanding of risk
nature that will allow in future to follow the Solvency II
requirements and establish a more sophisticated and sensitive
risk evaluation. In the future the authors of the article plan to
continue the present research on the insurance company’s risk
evaluation.
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Darja Stepcenko, Irina Voronova. Apdrosinasanas sabiedribas darbiba: riska novérteéjums

Maksatspeja II direktiva nosaka vairakus izaicinajumus katrai apdro§inasanas sabiedribai, jo pieprasa jutigaku, sabalansétaku un sarezgitaku riska analizi, lai
izstradatu, ieviestu un sniegtu labaku riska segumu. Tadg| ir loti butiski identificét tos riskus, kuri visvairak apdraud apdrosinasanas sabiedribas darbibu un
attistibu. P&c butibas risku varétu izraisit nepareizi un nekorekti procesi, cilvéku darbiba, sistémas, partneri vai ari citi avoti. Publikacijas mérkis ir identificét,
izpétit, novertet, izmerit, vadit un kontrol&t iesp&jamo risku efektu uz apdro§inasanas sabiedribas darbibu. Lai sasniegtu uzstadito mérki, publikacijas autores
izmanto teorétisko un metodologisko zinatniskas literatiiras analizi, analitiskas, statistiskas, ekspertu un prioritates metodes, lai izpétitu un novértétu riska
vadibas Tpatnibas. Veicot pétjjumu, publikacijas autores analiz€ un izpé&ta risku ietekmi uz apdrosinasanas sabiedribas darbibu, lai izveidotu riska vadibas planu.
Bez tam publikacijas autores izp&ta un izstrada metodi, kas lauj analiz&t katra faktora ietekmi uz riska iestaSanas varbiitibu. Publikacijas autores izstrada riska
kultliras novértésanas shému, izmantojot ekspertu novert€jumus, kas varétu bt pirmais posms riska novert€§juma ieviesanai saskana ar Maksatsp&jas direktivas
prasibam.

Japbs Crenuenko, Upuna Boponosa. /lesiTeJIbHOCTh CTPAXOBOI'0 00111ECTBA: OLIEHKA PUCKOB.

JupextuBa «IlnatexecnocobHocTs II» mpemycMaTpuBaeT psii BBI3OBOB UIsl KaKAOW CTPaxoOBOW KOMIIAHHMHM B COOTBETCTBUH C TpeOOBaHHMsAMHU Oolee
qyBCTBUTENILHOT0, COATaHCHPOBAHHOTO U 0JIee CII0KHOTO aHAIIM3a PUCKOB ISl pa3pabOTKyU, BBEIEHUS U OCYIIECTBICHHS JIy4IIero MOKPHITHS PUCKOB. IloaTomy
Ba)KHO ONPENENUTh PUCKH, BIUSIOMNE HA ASSITEIBHOCTh M Pa3BUTUE CTPAXOBOI KOMIIAHUHM, IIOCKONBKY JAHHBIC PHCKH BBI3BIBAIOT YOBITKH, BOSHHKAIONIHE OT
HEKOPPEKTHBIX IPOIIECCOB, IEPCOHANIA M CHCTEM, ITAPTHEPOB MIIU JIPYTUX HCTOYHUKOB. Llenplo myOauKaluu sBiseTCs BbISBICHHE, aHAIN3, OLICHKA, M3MEpEeHue,
YIpaBlIeHHE M KOHTPOIb MOCIEACTBUH DPHUCKOB Ha AESATENBHOCTh CTPAXOBOH KOMMAaHUM. [l DOCTM)KEHUsS HOCTaBICHHOM LEIH, aBTOPHI MCIIONH30BAIH
TEOPETUKO-METOJOJIOTHUECKUH aHAIN3 HAyYHOH JUTEpaTyphbl, AHAIMTHYECKHE M CTATUCTHYECKHE METOIbI, METOABl OKCIEPTHBIX OLCHOK M OLCHKH
IIPHOPHUTETOB, C 1IEJIbI0 U3Y4YEHUs] OCOOCHHOCTEH ynpaBieHHs puUckaMu. B pamkax McciieJoBaHMS, aBTOPBHI IIPOBEJIH aHAIU3 M U3YYHIM BIUSHHUS OCHOBHBIX
PHCKOB CTPax0OBOil KOMIIAaHHH C LEIbI0 Pa3pabOTKU IIaHa yIpaBIeHUs PUCKAMU. ABTOPHI MTyONIUKALMU TAkke MIPEATIOXKHINA METO]| aHAIK3a BIMAHUSA KaXJO0TO
(axTopa Ha BO3MOXHOCTh BOBHUKHOBEHHS PHCKA. ABTOPHI IyONUKAIMU pa3paboTald CXEMy OLEHKH KyJIbTYyphl PHUCKOB, C HCIIONB30BAaHHEM JKCIEPTHOTO
OLICHUBAHUSI, YTO MOYKHO CYMTATD IIEPBBIM 3TAIIOM OLIEHKH PHCKa B COOTBETCTBUH ¢ TpeboBanusMu J{upektussl «Ilnarexecnocobnocts 11»
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