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AMICE Contribution to the European Commission’s draft
delegated acts amending the technical screening criteria
under the EU Taxonomy Climate and Environmental Delegated
Acts

. Preliminary remarks

AMICE welcomes the European Commission’s initiative to review the technical screening
criteria (TSC) under the Climate and Environmental Delegated Acts and supports the
overarching objective of simplifying the EU Taxonomy (EUT) framework, improving clarity of

compliance pathways and enhancing its overall usability and proportionality.

At the same time, AMICE notes that the draft delegated regulation does not introduce changes
to the insurance-related technical screening criteria or to the minimum safeguards. While this
ensures regulatory continuity in the short term, it also implies that a number of
well-documented implementation challenges for insurers remain unaddressed. In this context,
AMICE reiterates the positions put forward in its December 2025 response to the

Commission’s call for evidence and in previous feedback on the Taxonomy Delegated Acts.

We support the EUT framework, including the identification of activities that make a substantial
contribution to environmental objectives, the assessment of “do no significant harm” (DNSH)
to other objectives, and compliance with minimum safeguards. At the same time, in line with
the simplification efforts undertaken by the European Commission in the sustainable finance
framework, the TSC should be simplified, especially in relation to the DNSH. This raises the
question whether DNHS is really a good reflection of the minimum thresholds needed to

comply with the general statements regarding the DNSH as described in the EUT.

Experience from the first years of implementation across sectors shows that undertakings
continue to face practical difficulties in interpreting and applying the existing criteria. In
particular, unclear or overly granular TSC—especially with regard to the “do no significant
harm” requirements—combined with limited guidance on evidencing compliance, have
contributed to increased administrative burden, higher compliance costs and inconsistent
market practices. These factors risk reducing the decision-usefulness of Taxonomy alignment

information and may inadvertently disincentivise sustainable economic activity.
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First priority — short-term quick fixes related to the insurance-related TSC and minimum

safeguards

AMICE calls for targeted, short-term adjustments to insurance-related technical screening
criteria and the application of minimum safeguards, in line with practical implementation

experience:

= First, the number of the technical screening criteria (TSC) applicable to insurance
should be reduced and their scope narrowed to focus exclusively on insurance
products. The TSC pertaining to insurance currently encompass references to both
insurance entities and insurance products. To ensure clarity and consistency, we
believe the focus should primarily be on insurance products and not mix the
entity perspective and the activity perspective. The EUT refers to economic
activities — not entities — and to their alignment: this conflation creates ambiguity and

inconsistency in the application of the Taxonomy framework to insurance activities.

= The drafting and application of the minimum safeguards should be reassessed, with a
view of reinforcing a genuinely risk-based approach. These safeguards, and especially
by referring to the OECD guidelines, is a risk-based assessment which is expected to
become increasingly effective and comprehensive over time. At present, however, the
drafting is often interpreted as a 0 or 1 which significantly impairs the usability of the

EUT and results in lower alignment percentages.

= Specific criteria under section 10.1 should be simplified and better aligned with
the climate adaptation objective, avoiding requirements that cannot be implemented

in practice.

Second priority — medium to long-term evolution of the EU Taxonomy: better

recognition of the insurance sector’s contribution to other environmental objectives.

Beyond immediate fixes, AMICE encourages the Commission to use this review as a stepping
stone towards a broader evolution of the EU Taxonomy, better reflecting how insurers

contribute to sustainability outcomes:

AMICE considers that the current Taxonomy framework does not yet fully capture the role of
the insurance sector in supporting the sustainable transition of the European economy. In
particular, the scope and content of the criteria underpinning the underwriting KPI merit further
consideration to enhance their relevance and decision-usefulness for investors and other

stakeholders. This includes reflecting transition-enabling activities—such as those supporting
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renewable energy deployment, sustainable mobility or other climate-related objectives—which

are currently not adequately reflected in existing KPls.

As highlighted by the Platform on Sustainable Finance, insurers play an important enabling
role in the transition through their underwriting and risk management activities. This includes
providing coverage for climate-related risks, supporting investments in renewable energy and
green innovation, advising policyholders on risk prevention and adaptation measures, and
integrating climate risk assessment into underwriting decisions—an increasingly important

function in light of growing physical climate risks.

Looking ahead, AMICE considers that there is scope for the EU Taxonomy to evolve in a way
that better reflects the broader contribution of the insurance sector across environmental
objectives, beyond climate change adaptation. Greater recognition of insurers’ role in areas
such as climate change mitigation, pollution prevention, circular economy and
biodiversity could improve the completeness and practical relevance of the framework, while

remaining consistent with its overall policy objectives.

AMICE underlines that amendments to insurance-related KPls, in the absence of
corresponding changes to the underlying technical screening criteria and minimum
safeguards, are unlikely to materially improve outcomes for the insurance sector. The current
design of insurance KPls risks misrepresenting insurers’ contribution to environmental
objectives, limiting the relevance of personal lines and SME business, and producing
structurally low alignment ratios that are disconnected from actual sustainability impacts. For
this reason, AMICE considers it appropriate to continue highlighting issues related to TSC

design and minimum safeguards within this consultation.
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1. Comments related to underwriting-related to climate perils

AMICE takes note that the European Commission has not proposed amendments to the

insurance-related TSC. This means that existing structural issues persist.

The technical screening criteria under section 10.1 are too complex and numerous and
should be simplified and aligned with the climate adaptation perspective, while not
seeking to achieve objectives that are not directly related to this angle. Excessive detail
or rigidity can systematically produce conservative exclusions that misrepresent real economic

activity and transition efforts.

Moreover, when assessing the criteria, the Commission should differentiate between
categories of counterparts - on the one hand households and SMEs, and on the other, the
remaining entities. The criteria should then be assessed in the light of proportionality, the actual
ability to differentiate pricing based on the sustainability risk profile while ‘leaving nobody

behind’ and the administrative burden, allowing greater flexibility to undertakings.

= Unlike other sectors, insurers face structural constraints that prevent the underwriting
Taxonomy alignment metric from ever reaching full alignment. In practice, even with
complete adherence to the technical screening criteria, primary insurers are unlikely to
achieve alignment levels above a few percentage points. These inherent limitations risk
hindering users’ ability to properly assess the real contribution of insurers to climate
adaptation and their capacity to scale it further. They may also place (re)insurers at
an unwarranted competitive disadvantage relative to other financial market
participants.

» Recommendations for adjustment and simplification of the existing criteria

Modelling

Criterion 1.4, particularly the requirement to “build back better,” cannot always be
implemented, as it conflicts with several legal obligations. For example, a policyholder’s claim
cannot be settled by increasing the value of the asset, as this could create incentives for
fraudulent claims. It is therefore reasonable to question the validity of Criterion 1.4 as a
measure for determining whether an insurance product is considered aligned. This criterion is
only relevant for products where coverage terminates after a claim event; however, for most

insurance products—particularly those offered to households—this is not the case.

Product design
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Criterion 2.1 may unintentionally raise social concerns, as it tends to favour policyholders who
can afford adaptation measures, while disadvantaging those who cannot. To address this, we
suggest distinguishing between personal and commercial lines (with the exception of SMEs)
and applying this criterion primarily to commercial products, where it is most relevant and

effective.

It is essential that pricing—and, more broadly, risk management—remains fundamentally
risk-based. Adequate and proportionate pricing must continue to reflect the underlying drivers
of risk. In practice, pricing criteria should be grounded in established factors such as

location, hazard and vulnerability, rather than in generic forward-looking climate scenarios.

Product-design considerations should focus on incentivising adaptation where this is

feasible and cost-effective.

At the same time, technical screening criteria should be aligned with market practice in both
pricing and product design and should indeed be amended in order to extend to all

prevention or protection measures which contribute to climate risk awareness' and the

implementation of adaptation actions. Such measures are not always necessarily linked to
the action of policyholders, but could be taken for example by public authorities. The criterion

should explicitly recognise the role of national NatCat schemes.
Innovative solutions

We question the relevance of the criterion 3 for insurance products. The criterion is drafted
so broadly that it becomes highly challenging to provide sufficient and objective evidence

demonstrating compliance with this requirement.
Data Sharing

If the data requirement perspective remains included, the scope of the public entity should be
broadened. This relates to ensuring the provision of data for external analysis that can be
utilized by third parties, such as universities or other non-profit organisations conducting

research.

High level of service in post-disaster situation

T Non-life insurers contribute to a higher awareness of climate risks for example through their claims handling
process by proposing repair solutions instead of replacement solutions in case of a claim, by proposing eco-friendly
car paints, by contracting with glass breakage repairers that respect green charts, by proposing car wreck disposal
solutions respecting the strict ecological norms, etc.
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Although highly relevant to the level of service provided by insurers, criterion 5 does not have
a direct connection to the Climate Change Adaptation objective. Moreover, it raises the
question of how compliance could be evidenced in the absence of any recognized disaster in

the recent past.
11l. Comments related to construction and real estate

While the Commission presents the revisions as simplifications, we are concerned that in
practice new requirements are added without removing existing ones, which risks increasing

complexity rather than reducing it.
References to EPBD IV and implementation timelines (Sections 7.1 and 7.7)

The national implementation timelines of EPBD IV and the EU Taxonomy Substantial
Contribution criteria are not aligned. As a result, it will not be possible under section 7.1 to
demonstrate that buildings qualify as ZEB, since in several Member States (e.g. the
Netherlands), ZEB indicators will not be included in Energy Performance Certificates before

around 2030, making compliance with section 7.1 effectively impossible in the interim.

Moreover, section 7.7(2) for existing buildings explicitly refers back to section 7.1. This
approach would effectively require all buildings constructed after 2020 to comply with the ZEB
requirements as defined under EPBD IV. We would have expected the implementation
timelines to be aligned, or alternatively, that a grandfathering provision would be applied,
allowing continued use of existing thresholds (e.g. NZEB —10%) until EPBD IV is fully

implemented.

In our view, the ZEB requirement should only apply after the national implementation of EPBD

IV has taken effect.
Substantial contribution criteria in sections 7.2-7.6

AMICE notes that although wording related to “acquisition” has been added in sections 7.3—
7.6, this does not result in a meaningful simplification of the substantial contribution criteria. As
a result, these criteria remain inapplicable to mortgage lending activities due to the extensive

and largely unavailable data requirements.
Appendix A and adaptation plans

The revisions to Appendix A are minimal, and do not introduce any material changes. The
requirements related to adaptation plans remain insufficiently specified and are not feasible for

financial institutions to apply to individual collateral properties within large mortgage portfolios.
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The asterisk (7) under “Implementation” is unclear in the context of financial institutions. We
do not understanding the wording or its intended implications for adaptation plans or newly

constructed buildings.
DNSH requirements under Section 7

While AMICE welcomes targeted exemptions introduced for certain DNSH criteria, DNSH data
requirements related to circular economy, pollution prevention and biodiversity remain largely

infeasible for mortgage lending and related insurance activities.

Although alleviations in sections 7.3—7.6 are directionally positive, they remain constrained by
the unchanged substantial contribution criteria and therefore have limited practical impact on

reporting outcomes.

Iv. The insurance sector's contribution to climate change mitigation, circular
economy and pollution prevention: a case for enhanced recognition in the

EU Taxonomy

The European Commission adopted the Taxonomy Climate Delegated Act in 2021 and the
Environmental Delegated Act in 2023 as part of the EU Green Deal. These acts define the
technical criteria that determine whether economic activities substantially contribute to the
EU's six climate and environmental objectives. The goal was to provide investors and
companies with clear, science-based definitions of environmentally sustainable economic

activities.

In the meantime, the insurance sector has been continuously working to adapt its role to move
beyond traditional risk transfer and risk management. The industry now seeks to actively
contribute to the green transition and climate resilience as part of a collective response to

climate challenges.

The EU Taxonomy currently applies to the insurance sector in a limited capacity,
focusing exclusively on climate change adaptation. Specifically, it considers how
insurance products and services assist policyholders in adapting to climate-related perils.
While adaptation remains essential, this narrow focus fails to capture the insurance sector's
broader contribution to other environmental objectives, particularly climate change mitigation,

pollution prevention, circular economy, biodiversity etc.

This limitation creates challenges for insurers seeking to align their net-zero commitments with

Taxonomy requirements. Without meaningful recognition of mitigation activities, the framework
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cannot adequately reflect the insurance industry's evolving role in supporting the transition to

a sustainable economy.
Hence, the review of the technical screening criteria offers two important opportunities:

I.  First, it can provide better incentives for insurers as they adapt their products and
services to address climate challenges. This includes encouraging policyholders to

take preventive measures and offering enhanced risk management support to clients.

Il.  Second, the review can expand the framework to better recognize the broader
contribution and market practice of insurers to environmental objectives beyond climate

adaptation alone.

The Case for Recognizing Insurance's Contribution to climate change mitigation

While an impact assessment is not being conducted for this initiative, a better recognition of
the insurance sector's role would bring meaningful benefits. It would improve clarity and
enhance alignment with other EU legislation, without altering the core policy objectives
established by EU lawmakers: redirecting capital flows toward sustainable investment to

achieve sustainable and inclusive growth.

As stated in Recital 6 of the EU Taxonomy Regulation, "clear guidance on activities that qualify
as contributing to environmental objectives would help inform investors about the investments
that fund environmentally sustainable economic activities." Therefore, amendments that
better reflect the insurance industry's contribution to the green transition would

enhance the practical utility of the EU Taxonomy for all stakeholders.

In its 2021 Report on non-life underwriting and pricing in light of climate change?, the European
Insurance and Occupational Pensions Authority (EIOPA) acknowledges that insurers are
increasingly going beyond the traditional role of risk transfer. Based on emerging market
practices, EIOPA recognises that insurers can also contribute to climate risk mitigation,
not only by pricing physical climate risks more accurately, but also by influencing the behaviour
of policyholders and counterparties in ways that reduce future emissions and exposure. This
understanding reflects a shift in the sector: insurance is no longer seen solely as a
mechanism to absorb climate-related losses but also as a lever to shape incentives that

support emissions reduction and risk-mitigation strategies.

2 https://www.eiopa.europa.eu/system/files/2021-07/report-impact-underwriting.pdf
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This broader role is articulated through what EIOPA refers to as “impact underwriting”, which

it identifies in the market as early but growing practice. Impact underwriting refers to the use

of insurers’ risk assessment capabilities, pricing tools, and contractual terms to encourage

policyholders to reduce their vulnerability or environmental footprint, thereby contributing to

both adaptation and mitigation objectives.

Key Mechanisms for Mitigation Support (as recognised by EIOPA)

Insurers can support climate-risk mitigation by shaping policyholder behaviour, steering capital

toward low-carbon activities, and developing products that directly reduce emissions:

Insurance incentives for Low-Emission Choices: insurers increasingly incentivize
climate-friendly behaviours through premium discounts for low-emission vehicles
and green-certified buildings. While lower emissions alone don't directly reduce insured
risk—an electric vehicle has similar accident probability to a conventional one, and green
buildings face equivalent natural catastrophe exposure—discounts can be actuarially
justified through material indirect factors: behavioural data showing eco-vehicle drivers are
more cautious; evidence that green building owners demonstrate superior risk
management and maintenance practices; and technical advantages where energy-efficient
systems operating at lower temperatures genuinely reduce fire risk. These quantifiable
indirect risk reductions enable insurers to support climate mitigation through pricing
incentives while maintaining actuarial integrity, harmonizing financial prudence with

environmental responsibility.

Sustainability-Integrated  Underwriting: by incorporating sustainability criteria into
underwriting processes, insurers can favour low-carbon activities through positive
screening, restrict high-emission activities through negative screening, and support clients'
transition plans. Additionally, specialized coverage for renewable energy and green
infrastructure helps scale mitigation technologies by making these investments more

financially viable and attractive to capital providers.

Emerging standards such as the Global GHG Accounting and Reporting Standard for
Insurance-Associated Emissions developed by PCAF demonstrate that an increasing
number of (re)insurers are systematically measuring the emissions associated with their
underwriting portfolios in order to set reduction targets and progressively redirect

capacity and contract conditions towards low-emission activities.
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= This use of insured-emissions metrics constitutes a technical prerequisite for integrating
sustainability considerations into underwriting (e.g. exposure limits for hard-to-abate
sectors, preferences for zero-emission technologies) and operationalises the
positive/negative screening mechanisms referenced above — thereby illustrating that
mitigation-oriented underwriting practices are not theoretical but already emerging

in the market.

= Mitigation-Oriented Products: certain insurance products are specifically designed to
influence behaviour in ways that reduce emissions. Pay-As-You-Drive (PAYD) motor
insurance and sustainable mobility coverage directly link premiums to
environmental impact, thereby reducing driving frequency, promoting cleaner
mobility options, and lowering overall emissions. EIOPA notes that PAYD models can
lead to measurable reductions in emissions, commonly estimated at approximately 2%, as

policyholders adjust their driving habits in response to price signals.

In light of EIOPA's findings, it is evident that insurers already play a meaningful role in climate-
risk mitigation through pricing incentives, sustainability-integrated underwriting, and products
that directly reduce emissions. These market practices demonstrate that insurance activities
can influence policyholder behaviour, steer capital toward low-carbon solutions, and support
the deployment of mitigation technologies—functions that extend well beyond traditional risk

transfer.

Against this backdrop, the EU Taxonomy and its technical screening criteria could legitimately
recognise the contribution of insurance to the mitigation objective. Acknowledging this role
would not only reflect the reality of current market practices but also enhance the taxonomy’s
effectiveness by capturing the full potential of the insurance sector as an active driver

of Europe’s transition to a net-zero economy.

The Case for Recognizing Insurance's Contribution to pollution prevention

As risk managers, risk carriers and investors, there is a clear opportunity for the insurance
industry to play a leading role also in relation to other environmental objectives under the EU
Taxonomy, such as preventing pollution, another key environmental objective under the EU

Taxonomy.

The role of Environmental Pollution Liability Insurance (EPLI) is fundamentally rooted in risk

management and prevention. The primary purpose of utilizing insurance solutions in this
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context is to support businesses in better understanding, preventing, and reducing pollution

risks.

Core preventive mechanisms

Pre-Loss Risk Management Activities: Through the insurance policy, the insurer supports
the company in better managing environmental liability risks through risk assessments,
including Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) and Strategic Environmental
Assessments (SEASs), risk surveys, and specific risk reduction strategies. This upfront, pre-
loss risk management activity is confirmed by leading experts as the most important step
in their decision-making process and is capable of significantly reducing environmental

risks.

Alignment of Interests and Proactive Management: The insurer encourages the adoption
of proactive environmental management and responsible operational practices. By
integrating environmental risk assessments with policy requirements, insurers and insured
parties align their interests, generating a strong commitment from both sides to prevent
dangerous events. This approach makes insurance solutions more affordable, accessible,

and sustainable for clients while effectively reducing environmental risks.

Emergency Response Capabilities: The insurer supports the company by providing access
to leading emergency response services that can be contacted immediately following an
incident. The use of emergency response services is further incentivized through the
application of discounts on deductibles or excess amounts, promoting rapid and effective

response to minimize environmental damage.

Technological Integration and Monitoring Incentives: Technology, particularly risk
monitoring systems with sensors, helps detect pollution and improves the remote and
continuous monitoring of groundwater, soil, and air quality. Insurers can require the
installation of these systems and offer premium and/or coverage incentives to clients who

demonstrate effective pollution risk monitoring capabilities.

Environmental pollution liability insurance has been around for several decades but its full

potential to address both traditional pollution risks and a broader range of new and emerging

environmental risks remains largely untapped.

A 2020 study conducted by the European Commission assessed how to improve financial

security for Environmental Liability Directive (ELD) liabilities in the EU. The study found that

financial security, particularly insurance, is not widely available or is inadequate for many
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operators, leading to recommendations for both Member States and the Commission. In

particular, the study stated:

- ‘“Insurance is the only feasible type of voluntary financial security for ELD liabilities; it would
prejudice an operator to set aside money in bank accounts, trust funds or similar

instruments unless it is required to do so.”

- The report further concludes that “the effective implementation of the ELD cannot occur in

the absence of insurance for liabilities under it.”

Based on this assessment, the European Commission identifies environmental liability
insurance as the only truly viable option among various financial guarantees and as an
indispensable instrument for implementing prevention and remediation measures. In
the absence of an insurance policy, the execution of interventions—and with them the
remediation of damage to soil, water, species, habitats, and protected areas—is not

guaranteed; indeed, it becomes uncertain.

The United Nations Environment Programme's comprehensive study, "New risks, new
opportunities: Harnessing environmental pollution liability insurance for a sustainable
economy"?, provides substantial evidence reinforcing the preventive function of EPLI. The
study identifies environmental risk assessments, risk surveys, and risk reduction strategies as
"one of the most fundamental actions that the insurance industry can take to advance
environmental risk management." During interviews with leading underwriting experts, this pre-
loss risk management activity was consistently identified as "the most important step in their

decision-making process" with the potential to "significantly reduce environmental risks".
V. Conclusions

AMICE supports the Commission’s objective of improving the usability and proportionality of
the EU Taxonomy. However, the absence of changes to insurance-related technical screening
criteria and minimum safeguards means that key structural issues identified by stakeholders
remain unresolved. In addition, several proposed amendments in the construction and real
estate framework risk increasing complexity and misalignment with national implementation
realities, particularly due to references to EPBD IV without adequate transitional arrangements.

Further simplification, the introduction of proportionate transitional measures, and a more

3 UNEP, New risks, new opportunities: Harnessing environmental pollution liability insurance for a
sustainable economy, 2022.
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clearly risk-based approach—especially with regard to minimum safeguards—are therefore

essential to ensure that the taxonomy delivers meaningful, credible and operational outcomes.

More broadly, the review of the technical screening criteria represents an important opportunity
to simplify the existing framework while also better recognising the full contribution of the
insurance sector to environmental objectives beyond climate change adaptation. Reflecting
insurers’ role in supporting climate change mitigation, pollution prevention and other
environmental objectives would more accurately capture current market practices, enhance
consistency with wider EU policy objectives, support insurers’ net-zero commitments, and
improve the practical usefulness of the EU Taxonomy for investors and other stakeholders.
The evidence from EIOPA, the European Commission and international research clearly
demonstrates that insurance plays an active and preventive role across environmental
objectives. Formal recognition of this contribution within the EU Taxonomy would strengthen
the framework’s effectiveness in redirecting capital flows towards sustainable investments and

supporting the transition to a sustainable and resilient European economy.

AMICE stands ready to continue engaging constructively with the Commission as the review

process progresses.
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