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Abstract

We propose a general framework for studying optimal issue of CAT bonds in the
presence of uncertainty on the parameters. In particular, the intensity of arrival of
natural disasters is inhomogeneous and may depend on unknown parameters. Given a
prior on the distribution of the unknown parameters, we explain how it should evolve
according to the classical Bayes rule. Taking these progressive prior-adjustments into
account, we characterize the optimal policy through a quasi-variational parabolic equa-
tion, which can be solved numerically. We provide examples of application in the context
of hurricanes in Florida.

1 Introduction

We consider an insurer or a reinsurer who holds a portfolio in non-life insurance exposed to
one or several natural disasters. He can issue one or several CAT bonds! in order to reduce
the risk taken, see e.g. [8] or [9] for a general introduction to CAT bonds.

The first CAT bonds where issued at the end of the 1990s and the market is globally
increasing, with a total risk capital outstanding greater that USD 30 billion at the end of
2017, see [1] and [6]. CAT bonds give a strong alternative to the classical reinsurance market.

However, issuing a CAT bond leads to the choice of several parameters, as the layer
e.g. and the date of issuance. The coupon is not a priori perfectly known as well as the
claim distribution. Moreover, the global warming will lead to an increase of several natural
disasters which is a source of uncertainty on the distribution of future claims. For example,
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in [14], the authors estimate that if the temperature rises of 2.5 degrees in the next decades,
the frequency of Hurricanes in North Atlantic will rise by 30%.

The aim of this paper is to provide a rigorous continuous-time framework in which we
can establish the optimal behavior policy in issuing CAT bonds, taking into account the
uncertainty described above as the risk evolution.

The coupon of the CAT bond is generally not known in advance, even its distribution is not
always clearly fixed. We therefore need to model it as a random variable whose distribution
depends on unknown parameters. It is the same for the distribution of the natural disasters.

The particular case of acting on a system with partially unknown response distributions
has been studied in [3] in a Brownian framework, and widely for the case of discrete settings;
see, e.g., [10, 11] for references. They fix a prior distribution on the unknown parameter and
introduce a stochastic process on the space of measures which leads to a dynamic program-
ming principle and a PDE characterization of the value function (in the viscosity solution
sense). We will adapt [3] in a new context, dealing with CAT bonds.

In this paper, the natural disasters will be represented by a random Poisson measure
and two parameters are unknown: the distribution of the severity of the natural disasters
and the intensity of their arrivals. As in [3], we allow the agent to issue new CAT bonds at
any time, the actions are discrete but chosen in a continuous time framework.

To the best of our knowledge, the study of such a general problem with an application
to the CAT bonds seems to be new in the literature, even in the case where all parameters
are known. From a mathematical point of view, the main difficulty comes from the fact that
the conditional distribution on the unknown parameters evolves continuously and jumps at
the occurrence times of a catastrophic event. In [3], it was only evolving when an action
was taken on the system. For tractability, we assume that the associated process remains in
a finite-dimensional space which can be linked smoothly to a subset of R? for some d > 1.
Moreover, in [3], only one action could be running at the same time. In this paper, we
will deal with CAT bonds that are active simultaneously. This leads to specific boundary
conditions on the characterization of the value function.

Although the model presented below has been designed for the particular case of CAT
bonds, it is quite general from a mathematical view-point and can be applied to all cases
where the agent faces a random Poisson measure and can issue contracts from which he pays
a premium and receives a specific payoff depending on some event.

2

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the framework. It introduces all
concepts in order to describe the controlled problem. Section 3 gives the characterization of
the associated value function as a PDE in the viscosity sense. Section 4 shows the viscosity
properties, following and adapting the arguments of [3] in our context. Section 5 provides a
sufficient condition for a comparison principle for the PDE satisfied by the value function.
Section 6 gives a numerical scheme in order to solve numerically the controlled problem in
practice. Finally, section 7 provides a case study of issuing CAT bonds in a optimal way, in
the context of Hurricanes in Florida.

2The activity of the random Poisson measure will be finite, by construction



2 The framework

2.1 General framework

All over this paper, D([0,T],R?) is the Skorohod space of cadlag?® functions from [0, T into
R?, P is a probability measure on this space, and 7' > 0 is a fixed time horizon.

We consider three Polish spaces: (U*, B(U?*)) , (U7,B(U")) and (U, B(U")) that will
support three unknown parameters, respectively Ao, 7o and vy. Here B(.) denotes the Borel
o-algebra. We set U := (U*, U7, U").

Let N(dt,du) be a random Poisson measure with compensator v(dt,du) such that v is
finite on (R, B(R%*)) where R%* := R?\ {Oga}. The intensity of the random Poisson measure
is supposed to be inhomogeneous of the form s — A(s, \g) where Ay is a random variable
valued in U*. The jump distribution is assumed to be Y (7o, -) where 7, is a random variable
valued in U”. The parameter v is a random variable valued in UY. We denote by M* a
subset of the set of Borel probability measures on U* and by MY ® MY =: M the product of
two locally compact subsets of the set of Borel probability measures, respectively on U” and
U, endowed with the weak topology.

We also allow an additional randomness when acting on the system and consider another
Polish space (E,B(FE)) on which is defined a family (¢;);>1 of i.i.d. random variables with
common probability measure P, on B(E).

On the product space Q := D([0,T],R?) x U x EN", we consider the family of measures
{Pxm x PN m € M} where M := M* ® M. An element @ € M is a probability
distribution on (g, Y0, v0). We denote by Pm an element of this family whenever m € M
is fixed. The operator Es; is the expectation associated with Pm. Note that N(dt,du)
and (¢);>1 are independent under each Pm. For m € M given, we let F™ := (F")i>0
denote the Pr-augmentation of the filtration F := (F;);>¢ defined by F; := o(N([0, s] x
)s<t, Ao, Y0, Vo, (€:)i>1). Hereafter, all random variables are considered with respect to the
probability space (Q, F¥, Pm) with m € M given by the context.

2.2 CAT bond framework

In this framework, d € N* is the number of perils. The insurer has some exposure related
to these perils and may issue CAT bonds to reduce the risk taken. The random Poisson
measure represents the arrival of claims. The intensity of arrival is s — A(s, Ag) in which A,
valued in U*, may be unknown to the insurer. The dependence in time may represent the
seasonality or a structural change, for example caused by the global warming.

The measure m» € M? is the initial knowledge of the insurer on Ay and will evolve through
the observations of N, whose jumps model the arrival of natural disasters. The severity
distribution of the claims may also be unknown, it depends on the unknown parameter 7y,
valued in U?. An initial prior is given as an element m?” € M”. Acting on the system
consists in issuing a CAT bond, which means transferring a part of the risk to the market.

3Continue & droite, limite & gauche (right continuous with left limits)



The equilibrium premium that the insurer will pay is random (since it comes from the law of
supply and demand and is not known when the decision to issue is taken), and the distribution
may not be perfectly known. We assume that it depends on the unknown parameter vy,
valued in U". Its prior distribution is represented by some m" € M".

2.3 The control

Let A C R%! be a non-empty compact set. Let £ € R be the time-length of each action on
the controlled system. Given @ € M, we denote by ®>™ the collection of random variables
¢ = (77,a0)=1 on (Q, F7) with values in R, x A such that (77);>; is a non-decreasing
sequence of F™-stopping times and each ozf is F'-measurable for i > 1. We shall write
af = (szs ,n‘-ﬁ) € A where k;f) and nfﬁ are R? and R-valued. To each k‘f) , We associate a

K2 K
non-empty closed set 4, C R through a one-to-one map.

The 77’s will be the times at which the i-th CAT bond is issued. The fixed value £ is
the time-length (or maturity) of all CAT bonds. In of := (k?,n?) € A, n? is related to the
notional and A, is the layer chosen for one peril and one region: it is the characteristics of
the CAT bonds associated with the risk covered. If a natural disaster occurs and its severity
is in the layer Ak?, i.e. the random Poisson measure has a jump in Akf? then the associated

CAT bond ends and the reinsurer gains a payoff proportional to the notional nf

Remark 2.1. Since there are d > 1 perils, the layer of the CAT bonds is defined in R?.
In practice, one CAT bond covers one peril. For example, in order to cover the first peril,

the sets Ay, will be of the form A x R¥™! for some A C R%, where A is the covered layer

in relation to the natural disaster of the first peril. The case d > 1 gives the opportunity to
manage the risk associated to several perils at the same time, with different CAT bonds on
different perils, whereas d = 1 is the simple case in which we focus on a single risk.

We denote by 19;1’ the end of the i-th CAT bond defined by:
9 = nf{t > 77, N({t} x AL ) =1} A (77 + 0). (2.1)

Remark 2.2. According to the definition of (19?),-21, it can happen that 19?1 = 19?; for iy # is.
Moreover,
Tf < 19? < Tf + £

For k € N*, we say that ¢ € ®>™ belongs to ®>™ if the condition

D Mooy, <K VELST (2.2)

i>1

holds. This means that the insurer can hold a maximum of x running CAT bonds simulta-
neously.



2.4 The CAT bonds process

We need to keep track of how many CAT bonds are running, and which parameters are asso-
ciated with, in order to get a Markovian framework. A CAT bond will has its characteristics
determined at 7;, for ¢ € ®>™. Moreover, a CAT bond will end from a jump or after the
time-length . We need to define a process which will keep track the characteristics and the
time-length elapsed. We introduce the sets C := ((R? x R x A)U )", L := ([0, £[U9)*, in
which

e An element (z,7,a) of the set R x R x A represents the initial parameters (character-
istics) of the CAT bond, the first component will be the state process defined in the
next subsection, the second one the coupon rate, and the last one the notional/layer
chosen;

e An element of the set [0, [ represents the time-length elapsed of a running CAT bond;
e The point 0 represents the absence of CAT bond, it is a cemetery point.
The set of CAT bonds is
CL:={(c,]) eCxL | ¢;j=0<=1;=0,V1<j<k}

and we denote by CL its closure. A component of (c,!) € CL corresponds to a CAT bond,
where ¢ are its characteristics and [ is the time-length elapsed since its issue. The special
case (¢,l) = (0,0) describes the case where there is no CAT bond for this component, and
there are xk component: the maximum possible of running CAT bonds simultaneously.

We set K := {0,...,x} and we define by P(K) the set of subsets of K. We can now
define the sets CLy with J € P(K):

CL; :={(¢,l)eCL | jeJ<=c¢;#0,V1<j<k}

which represent the sets of CAT bonds in which there are CAT bonds running exactly in the
indexes of J.
Moreover, for (¢,l) € CL\CLg, we introduce:

e, 1) :==min{l < j < k: =0},

which is the first index with no CAT bond.

For z := (t,x,¢,l) € Z := [0,T] x R? x CL and a control ¢ € ®>™ we now define the
process ((C, L)>%7);=/=% valued in CL and denoted hereafter (C, L) for ease of notation. In
2, the variable t is the time and z is the state of the output process, defined in next section.
The process (C, L) will jump at the 7/s (new CAT bond) and at the ¥;’s (end of one or
several CAT bonds). C will be a pure jump process whereas the indexes of L will evolve
continuously over time, recall that it represents the elapsed time-length of the CAT bonds.



We now define the functions associated with the jumps of (C, L). The first one, denoted
by €, represents the arrival of one new CAT bond with parameters (z,7,a) € R? x R x A
and is defined by
¢, : (CL\CLk) x R x R x A — CL
(Cv l7 Z,T, a’) = Q:_,.(C, la xz,T, CL)

such that,
Co(e, Lz, r a)moey = ((z,r,a),0),
Ci(e,lix,ra); = (¢l); i #%c,1).
Above, when we issue a new CAT bond, we add it, with its characteristics, to the state
process (C, L), which is done by €.
The second function, denoted by €_, represents the end of the CAT bonds by an event
associated with the random Poisson measure, of severity v € R%, and is defined by

(2.3)

¢_ :CLx R* = CL
(c,l;u) — C_(c,l;u).

Nonetheless, several CAT bonds may end with a single event. We define the set of indexes
in ¢ € C which end after the natural disaster u € R%, by

J(cu):={je{l,....k}|c; #0,ue A}. (2.4)
Using this set, €_(c,[;u) is defined simply through its j-component

L faxo itjeT(cu)
C_(¢,liu); = { (c,1); ifj & T(c;u)

Above, when a CAT bonds ends following a natural disaster, we clear it, with its charac-
teristics, to the state process (C, L), which is done by €_.

It remains to consider the case where a CAT bond ends because [; = £ for some 1 < j < k.
We define:

1<) <k, (2.5)

¢’ : (CL\CLy) — CL
(e, 1) = € (c, 1),
where, for all 1 < j <k,

¢ (e, 1); = (0 % 0)Ly,—gy + (¢, 1)1, 20y

We are now in position to define the processes ((C, L)>?);<s<r for ¢ € ®>™. The process
evolves at 7 and 9, for i > 1, according to:

(C, L) = €u((C L)) X250l o) 6
K3 K3 K3 26
(Ca L)Zf = 1{19?’<7—i¢+£}€—((0a L)Zf_? ul) + 1{#?:7?4%}(’:[—((07 L)Zf_)a

in which



. Xff is the output process, defined in the next section,
° r = Co(7; 9 X¢ ,oz¢ v,6) with € : [0,7] x R? x A x U? x E — R a measurable
function is the coupon size. It has a common noise with v and a specific noise ¢;.

Elsewhere, C*? is constant. For 1 < j < k, L*%J evolves according to:

ALy =1 dt.

(L7770}

This closes the definition of the process (C,L). Note that we separated both the initial
parameters C' with the elapsed time-length L since the second one will play a different role
in the PDE characterization in consequence of its continuous part.

Remark 2.3. Ifc+— Il(c) := #{j € K : ¢ # 0}, the process C*? (and also, by construction,
L*%) satisfies :
I(C*%) < K, Vs € [t,T], Prm — a.s.

We also give a metric on CL.

Definition 2.1. We associate to CL the metric d defined by

o[(e.), () =D ey =P+ =12+ D (leI* +12)

FEINJ JENT
+ ) (I + (1)) + Card(JAT'),
JEINT

where J and J' are respectively the set of running CAT bonds of parameters (c,l) and (¢',1").

2.5 The output process

We are now in position to describe the controlled state process. Given some initial data
(t,z) € [0,T] x RY and ¢ € ™ we let X4%® be a strong solution on [t, T| of

X =x+ /t [1(s, Xs) + C(s,Cy)] ds

+/ / [5(37)(5—7“) +8{(S’X5_’CS_’L5—;U)]N(ds’du) (27)
t Rd
2 Loy HT X ora)),

1>1

in which

e (' is a function which gives the total coupon associated to the CAT bonds,



e § is the payoff of the running CAT bonds after a natural disaster, defined by
Stz e, lu) = Z F(t,z,d,l;u),

j€J (cu)

where J(c;u) was defined in (2.4) and F(¢,z,¢’,1;u) is the payoff for the end of the
CAT bond ¢/, according to the jump wu,

e H is a function that gives the initial cost of issuing a CAT bond.

To guarantee existence and uniqueness of the above, we make the following standard assump-
tions.

Assumption 2.1. 1 : [0, T] x R? = R?, 5:[0,7] x R x R? = M and C : [0,T] x C > R,
are assumed to be measurable, continuous, and Lipschitz with linear growth in their second
argument, uniformly in the other ones. The maps H : [0,T] x RY x A, and F : [0,T] x
R? x CL x R? are assumed to be measurable. Moreover, H and F have linear growth in their
second component.

In practice, the CAT bonds are usually issued by the special purpose vehicle (SPV). To
simplify, we act as if the reinsurer and the SPV are a single entity, since it will not play an
essential role for our purpose.

This dynamics means the following. Without any CAT bond, the process X follows a
pure jump process with a drift described by g and 8 in (2.7). In pratice, a component will
be the cash. The function C is the instantaneous cash flow generated by the running CAT
bonds whearas the function § represents the payoff of the CAT bonds that ends at the jump
u. The third line refers to a jump of the whole process when a CAT bond is issued, for
example, for a fixed cost.

For z := (t,z,c,1) € Z, we shall write X*¢ for the process X starting with the CAT bonds
(¢,1). We denote by F=™¢ := (]—" j’m’¢)8>0 the Pr-augmentation of the filtration generated by

(Xt’m’, D s rf’lwa#oo[, N([t, s] x -)$2t>. It corresponds to the observation of the reinsurer
on which the admissible controls will be built.

For k € N*, we say that ¢ € ®>™ belongs to ®>™ if it is F*™¢ adapted. The set ®>™ is
the set of admissible controls. Recall that it satisfies the constraint (2.2) which refers to the
fact that the controller cannot have more than s simultaneous running CAT bonds at each
time.

Remark 2.4. In our impulse framework with jumps, there remains a case to make explicit:
how does the control work after the observation of a natural disaster? After such an event, the
control may immediately issue a new CAT bond. At a jump date (, the controller observes a
size jump of U. On the same date, the control may issue a CAT bond, namely T; = ( for some
v > 1. In this case, X;, is X,,_ to which we add, firstly, the jump from the random Poisson
measure (which may end some CAT bonds) and, secondly, the control action involves deciding
whether or not to issue a new CAT bond based on the observation of the natural disaster and
its consequences. The process X is cadlag.



2.6 Bayesian updates

Obviously, the prior m € M will evolve over time. Recall that M := M* ® M and denote by
m = (m*, m?, m") the corresponding element. The observation of X over time will lead to a
continuous update of m?*, whereas m” will be updated by observing the size of a jump from

N and the measure m” will be updated by acting on the system at times Tf. This leads to
the definition of the process M := (M*, M7, M") valued in M. We first focus on m*.

2.6.1 Evolution of the intensity

We start with the assumption associated with the unknown and inhomogeneous intensity of
the random Poisson measure.

Assumption 2.2. For all m* € M?,

t— A(t, )\0)

is a cadlag process m* — a.s.

Given B € B(U*), we set M!™"(B) := Em (Lppoeny| F2™9) for z = (t,x,¢,1) and ¢ €
oz,

From now on, we denote by ((;);>1 the jump times associated with the random Poisson
measure. We shall prove the following proposition.

Proposition 2.1. Under Assumption 2.2, the process M;:”“ 18

|:Ht<Ci§s A(C@; )\):| e fts A(u»\)dumA(d)Q

M (dX) = : |
Jo [HKQSSA(Q, A)] e Jr M NdumA(d))

The rest of this subsection is dedicated to the proof of the above proposition. To this aim,
we first describe how M evolves between two jumps and after at a jump. We will need the
following technical remarks.

Remark 2.5. Under Assumption 2.2, m*—a.s. u s A(u, \o) is bounded on [0,T] ([5, Lemma
1p122]), and

t
/ A(u, Ao)du < +00
m* —a.s., for all 0 < s < t.

Remark 2.6. Under Assumption 2.2, for all ¢ > 0 and s > 0, there exists hy such that, for
all 0 < h < hy,

/s+h A(u, No)du < h[A(s, Xo) + €.



Remark 2.7. Since a cadlag function has at most a countable set of points of discontinuity,
under Assumption 2.2 we have

t
/ A(u, )\0)6_ I A(,No)dv g, o= J2 A(w,Mo)dv e JEA(v,No)dv m>-a.e. (28)

for almost all 0 < o < s < t.
We now describe the evolution between two jumps.

Lemma 2.1. For all z = (t,x,¢,l) € Z and s > t,

mh
Mslf’ (B)l{Ci§5<Ci+1} = mA(B; Cia S)l{Ci§8<Ci+1}

where

fB o f;z A(u,)\)duMz;mA (d)\)

m)\(B;Cias) = s
fU)\ o fCi A(u,)\)cluj\4€zz;mA (d)\)

li<sy-

Proof. Hereafter, - A - denotes the minimum and - V - the maximum. Let ¢ be a Borel

bounded function on D([0, T], R**"). Set &% := 37, 7‘?1[7?#00[, 60X = XZV?Z - Xé’d’, and

6" := &y, — &, We can find a Borel measurable map @ such that

@(Xi{f, gz/)\s)l{CiSS<Ci+1} = ¢<Xz/<<é’ gﬁ\g‘p (5X~i/\sv 55?/\8)1{<i§3<@‘+1}'

In view of Remark 2.7, it then follows:
Erm (1{)\063}1{Ci§S<Ci+1}§0(X-7Xf> é(e\s))
= Eﬁ (1{)\063}1{(¢§S<Ci+1}¢(X.Z/<Z-7 é}‘i/’\g’ 5X-i/\57 5§l/\s))

Fr /]R l{AoeB}l{Ci§S<u}@(X~Z/<é7 gfz/)\g“ﬂ 5X-iAs7 (55?/\5)/\(% )‘0)6_ fCi A(U’AO)dvdu)
+

I
&=

7~ N N

— z i i — [* A(v,\o)dv
| LopoemBX52, €0, 0XT,, 660, / L cscapA(u, Ag)e ™ Ja A(020) du)

R4

Il
&=

/N

m

o( X* i i — [ A(v,\o)dv
1{>‘0€B}SD(X'/<Z’€;¢ACN5X~/\s’(5€~/\s)1{4i§8}6 Je, o >

—( Y% i i — [2 A(w,N)dv 5 rt,m>
PO € X0 [ N0 <dA>)

I
&=
3

Il
=
3
7~ N7

z i i — [Z A(v,\)dv ,m*
PIXAE €0 0 060 ) Ly (B3 G, ) / e Ja ot <dA>)

U
@(XZXCN gqi\gﬁ 5)(-Z‘/\sa 6£ZA3)1{<1§S<Q+1}9:R/\(B) C’i7 S))
i ((p(XZ/(f, fﬁ\s)l{CiSS<Ci+1}m>\(B; Gi 3))

This shows that Mgva(Bﬂ{@SKQH} = MA(B; G, 8)L¢i<scciiny Prmaus. O

I

= =

3|
—

10



Lemma 2.2. For all m* € M* and almost all s > t, we have

i)
/ A(s, ME™ (dX) < 400 Pry —
UX

i)
/ MG, VMY (V) < 400 P —a.s, > 1.
U

iii)
/ A(s, )ME™ (dX) < 400 P —
U)‘

Proof. Step 1. For almost all A € U*, we fix Ny C [0, T the set of discontinuity of ¢ — A(t, \)
which is, at most, countable. We introduce:

NC = {VZ > 1,@ g/\/‘)\o}.

We shall show that Pr(N¢) = 1 by showing that Pr((; € N,,) =0 for all s > 1. Fixi > 1
and remark that, given A € U*, the distribution of ¢; | {\¢ = A} is absolutely continuous with
respect to the Lebesgue measure. Denote by f;, a corresponding density function. Then,

Pr(G € Nyy) =/

UX

[/ 1NA(z)fi|A(z)dz} dm*(\) = / 0dm*(\) = 0.
R4 UX
Step 2. We show 7). We set:
-1
Ki(s) :== (/ e~ Je M) dthm (d)\)) < Ki(Gip1) on {G <8 < (i1}
U
We have, from Remark 2.5,

Ki(Giy1) < +o00.

Moreover, by Fubini’s Lemma and Remark 2.7,

C1+1 S <z+1 S
G

_ / 1= e T AR e (g0 < oo,
UX
on N¢ On the other hand, using Lemma 2.1,

Git1 Git1 2 Munyd
/ A(s, M ™ (dN\)ds < Ki(Ciiq) / / PYCEEC uM (d)\)ds < +00
Gi UA

11



on NV¢. This shows that, for almost all s > ¢,
1{<i<5<<i+1} / A(S, )\)Mﬁ’mk (d)\) < 400 on NC.
U

This leads to the result since (; — +00 when ¢ — +oo for almost all w.
Step 3. We show ii). Since M tm* avolves continuously on all 1Gis Giva ], we also have,

/ A(Ci—,)\)MéTA(d)\) < 400 P —
UX

Moreover, on N¢, (; cannot be on a discontinuity of A by construction, ¢ > 1. Then, we
have, on N¢,

/ A, A)Mg’i‘*(dm < 400.
UX
Step 4. We show 4ii). We introduce:
A= {se[t,T]:m*[A(s,\) = 0] < 1}.

Recall that, by construction, M»™" << m* foralls > t. If s & A, Jon A(s, A)ME™ (dX) =
0 < +o0. If s € A, the distribution of (; is equivalent to the Lebesgue measure and then, by
i1), we get the result. ]

We now look at the intensity at the observation of a jump (;.

Lemma 2.3. For all z = (t,x,¢,l) € Z and B € B(U"),

o N ME™ (A
Mg ) = A DAL,
fUA gu Mdf (d>\)
Proof. We use the same notations as in the proof of Lemma 2.1.
1. For ease of notation, we set B;(() := {G-1 < 5, € [s, s + h],s + h < (41}. For s > 0,
we show that, with (, := 0,

MU (B)Lp,o) = M (B; M5, k)L, o), (2.9)

s+h

where

Jo |2 A Ny e I et ()

ml)\(B;MstinA,S,h) = |
Jir [f:+h A, A)d“} e [T AN du fEm ()

Let ¢ be a Borel bounded function of D([0,T],R%!), we can find a Borel measurable
map © such that

(Xz/\erha 13 /\S—I—h)lBi(C) = a(XZAfa 573\57 5X-i/\s+h7 6§?As+h>1Bi(C)’
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We shall write p(X, &) for gp(XZAf,f/\s, OX ' sins 08 1p)- It then follows:

Ei (1{AOEB}1B'(<)S0<X3(§+M é'd/)\s-ﬁ—h))
m (Lpnoeny18,0P(X, )

s+h N
R T T e B ] e )
s+h ’ ath N
(PO w [ [ Atw vt et 2ot )

s+h
(@Xﬁl{c B sn) [ [ M ] e g )
U s
o (X ) Ly (B M 5, 1))

z ,m*
= <90(X/\(§+h7g/\s—l—h)]‘Bz‘(C)ml)\(B;M;— y Sy h’))

E

3|

E

3|

This shows that (2.9) hold Pm-a.s.
2. For i =1, on {¢; > s}, by Lemma 2.2 7i), A(s, \g) € Ll(Mstf”A) for almost all s.

Using remark 2.6, by the dominated convergence theorem, we deduce that

[ A(s, \)ME™ (dN)

Jon (s, N ME™ (dN)

mA
M;’ (B)1{40<S7C1:S} 1{Co<8741=8}7

i.e., since the law of (; is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure,

LN ME™ (A
Mt’mA(B) fB G, ) Cl_( ) P - a.s.

; S MG NME™ ()

Since almost surely, (;11 > (;,7 > 1, and since the law of each (; is absolutely continuous with
respect to the Lebesgue measure, we deduce the result by a straightforward induction. [

With lemma 2.1 and lemma 2.3, a direct induction shows proposition 2.1.

2.6.2 Evolution of the parameters 7, and v

We use the notations of Section 2.6.1. We define M!™" (B) := Eg; (1(,epy|FZ™¢) and
M7m"%(B) := Em (1weny | FZ™?).

Between two jumps of the random Poisson measure, no information about the size distri-
bution of the jumps is revealed, and therefore, about 75. Whereas no information is revealed
about v between two jumps from our control. In this case, both processes should remain
constant. At the i-th Poisson jump of size u;, the process M*™" should evolve according to
the classical Bayes rule. The process M*™"® should evolve at the time of issuance of the
j-th CAT bond with the coupon ¢; according to, again, the Bayes rule.

13



Lemma 2.4. Fiz s > 0. Assume that, for almost all v € U7, the claim size distribution is
dominated by some common measure [i,. We have

M;’mW(B>1{Ci§s<Q+1} = Mélmv (B)l{Ci§5<Ci+1}
ME™ (B) = M, (ME™ (B); Us)
wm which
Jo a4y (uo | v)dmd (v)

for almost all (m2,u,) € MY X R¥™ in which q.,(u. | 7) is the conditional density, with respect
to m], of observing a jump of size u, knowing {70 = v}.

mv(mZQ UO)

Moreover,
szm 7(;5(‘3)1{’7’j§8<’7’j+1} = Mﬂt';m 7(ﬁ(‘B)1{’7’j§5<’7‘j.§.1}
M;;mU@(B) = mv(Mf';T 7¢(B)7 T35 Tjs X:;qia aj)
in which

mt'z}(mv;ro,tmxo;ao) = fC qu(ro | to,l’o,ao,v)dmo(’l))‘
° fU qv(ro | to,xo,CLO,U)dmg(U)

for almost all (MY, 74,0, To,a0) € MY x R x [0,T] x R? x A, in which q,(ro | te, T, a0, V)
is the conditional density, with respect to my, of observing a jump of size ro knowing {1; =

2,0 _ _ _
to,XTj, = o,V = Qo, Vg = V}.

Proof. Use the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 2.1 in [3]. O

2.7 Parametrization of the set M}

Here, we have three measures on which will depend the value function. The one associated
with the distribution of the jumps of the Poisson measure (parameter ) and the one from
the coupon distribution (parameter v) evolve by a finite number of jumps on each bounded
interval. Those will not lead to deal with derivatives on the space of measures and a specific
It6 formula nor generator of the diffusion. However, the measure associated with the intensity
(parameter \g) evolves continuously. To deal with this, we will assume that the associated
space of measures can be linked smoothly to a subset of R¥ for some k > 1.

Assumption 2.3. We assume that there exists an open or compact set P C R¥, for some
k € N*, and a function
f P — M/\

0 — f(6),

which is a homeomorphism between P and M, .

Remark 2.8. The process P'P defined by:

p=f(m"), P?P.=f M"Y, s>t

14



remains, by construction, in P. Moreover, Lemma 2.1 and 2.3 provide that M only
depends on the stopping times of the jumps of the random Poisson measure on [0,t], thus,
Mt s FN = g5 o (N(u,+),t <u<s)-adapted. Then, from Assumption 2.3, P'P is also
FN_adapted. Moreover, PP does not depend on the size of the jumps.

According to Remark 2.8, we formulate the following assumption.

Assumption 2.4. Let PP be the process defined in Remark 2.8.
There exist Lipschitz maps hy : [0,T] x P — R and hy : [0,T] x P — RF with linear
growth (uniformly in time) such that

P = [ (s pnds s [ [ (s PN s, du)
t t Rd*

=p+/ hl(s,PSt’p)ds%—/ hg(s,PStf)dNS,
t

t
where we use the notation: dN, := N(ds, R%).

We provide two examples in which the Assumptions 2.3 and 2.4 are fulfilled. The first one
uses the conjugate prior on Ay with the Gamma distribution when A is linear in )y in our
framework. The second one requires a finite discrete space, but with no other assumption,
however, the dimension is quickly high.

Example 2.1. Assume that there exists a cadlag function h : [0, T] — RT such that A(t,\) =
(L) for all t > 0,\ € U*. Set m* = Mtt’mA = G(ay, B;), where G denotes the Gamma

distribution. Then, if we define
(o, B) = (0475 + N — N, B +/ h(u)du) ;
t
it follows that
MY =G (a, ),
and P*? = (a, ) satisfies Assumption 2.4.

Example 2.2. Assume that U* := {\,..., \s} € (Ri)k Define, for p = (pi)i<i<k with
pi > 0,1 <i <k, the distribution D(p) by:

k
D(p) — Zi:kl p25>\i )
> i1 Di

Set, for s > t,

N
Piri = p [ 11 A(cj,A)] emfiMmAIm g < <,

=Ni+1
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Then Mt™" = D(P"?) and the process above satisfies the stochastic differential equation:

Pl — i — / PPN(s, As)ds + / PIPIA(s, A) — 1)dN,, 1<i<E,
t

t

and P'? = (P'"P") ;<. satisfies Assumption 2./ under Assumption 2.2 since, for each 1 <
i <k, t— A(t,\;) is bounded on [0,T] (see Remark 2.5).

2.8 Gain function

Given z = (t,x,c,l) € Z and (p,m) € P x M, the aim of the controller is to maximize the
expected value of the gain functional

¢ € VS GZJ)’m(Qb) = g(X;(z)? C;(b? L;d)? Pit“,pv M;“7m7¢)7
in which ¢ is a continuous and bounded function on R? x CL x P x M.
Given ¢ € ®>™ the expected gain is
J(Z7 b, m; ¢) = Em[Gz,nm(gb)L

and

v(z,p,m) == sup J(z,p,m;¢)
pedZ™

is the corresponding value function. Note that v is bounded.

3 Value function characterization

For ease of notation, we define D := [0,7] x R? x CL x P x M, and for J € P(K),
D; :=[0,7] xR¥x CLy x P x M. To J € P(K), we denote by 15 = (15(j))1<j<« the vector
in R® in which 135(j) =11if j € J, 0 else.

For (z,p,m) € D and u € R*, we introduce the operator Z defined, for all (z,p,m) € D, by:
Il ul(z,p,m) = p(t,x + Bt x,u) + F(z;u), € (¢, l;u), p+ ha(t, p), M, (M7 u), m").

Thus, the Dynkin operator associated with our problem with policies running in indexes J
is:

,CJQO = 8t<p + </L +6, D(,O> + <1J7 Dl@) + <h17Dp90>+

| Tl = A A o) T o, )

in which D is the differentiation operator with respect to x, D; with respect to [, and D,
with respect to p. Recall that T denotes the size distribution of the jumps of the random
Poisson measure N. Moreover, we introduce:

Lo :=Fn [E‘]cp} ,
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and
D, :=[0,7) x R x CLy x P x M,

Dy :={T} xR x CL x P x M.

Then, we expect that v is a viscosity solution of, for each J € P(K) and non-empty J' C J,

1{J:K} [—EFQO} + 1{J7£K} mm{—ﬁfg&, Y — ’C(p} =0 on Do (31)
v = 1=y + Lz max {Kg, g} on Dr (3.2)
lim (., cl,.) =max{e(., ¢ [c, €3 (D],.),Ke(., ¢ [c, £3(1)],.)} on D\Dy (3.3)

U3 (1)

in which, for (z,p,m) € Dy and ¢* € ®*™ a control such that {bea =taf = a} holds with
probability one,

Kip = sup Ko, Kp(z,p,m) := Enlo(ZE" p, M),
ac

and, for J' C J,
230,07 = [0, ¢’
(I )i<jn (fl{jeJ'} + ljl{ngf})lgjgk, (3.5)
where (0,07 :={l € ([0,(]Ud)*:1; #0 = j € T}.

Remark 3.1. Note that the above corresponds to the definition of a system of PDEs linked
by the common boundary conditions.

We now define what is a viscosity solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3). For J € P(K), we define:
€y = {4,0 :Dy— R, g€ Cl,l,(OJ),LO(DJ)} .

Definition 3.1. We say that a upper-semicontinuous function u on D 1is a viscosity sub-
solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3) if, for any J € P(K), (20, po, ms) € Dy, and ¢ € €5 such that
maxp, (u — ¢) = (v — ¢)(2, Do, Mo) = 0 we have, if to < T,

L-ky [—LE¢] + 1y min{—L]¢, o — Ku)} (20, po, ms) <0,

if 3 # 0, for any non-empty J € P(J), with dy = (to,To,Co, L3 (L), Do, mo) and d, =
(to, %o, € [co, £ (16)], Pos 10),

limsup u(z, p,m) < max {u(d,), Cu(d,)}

(vaam)%do

and, if to =T,

U(Zmpm m0> < {1{J:K}g + ]-{J;EK} max(/Cg,g)} (xm Co, lmpmmO)-
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We say that a lower-semicontinuous function v on D is a viscosity super-solution of (3.1)-
(3.2)-(3.3) if, for any J € P(K), (20, po,mo) € D3, and ¢ € €5 such that minp, (v — @) =
(v — ©)(20, Do, Mo) = 0 we have, if t, < T,

15—k [—ﬁfﬂ + 1) min{—LJ, p — Kv)}(20, P, mo) > 0,

if 3 # 0, for any non-empty J € P(J), with dy = (to,To,Co, L3 (o), Do, Mo) and d, =
(to, %o, € [co, £7 (16)], Pos 10)

liminf v(z,p,m) > max{v(d,), Kv(d.)}

(z,p,m)—do
and, if to =T,
U(Zo,po, mO) > {1{J:K}g + ]—{J;éK} maX(ICg, g)} (1‘07 Co, l0ap0a m0>-

We say that a function u is a viscosity solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3) if its upper-semicontinuous
envelope u* is a viscosity sub-solution and its lower-semicontinuous envelope u, is a viscosity
super-solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3).

To ensure that the above operator is continuous, we first assume that:

Assumption 3.1. Ky is upper- (resp. lower-) semicontinuous, for all upper- (resp. lower-)
semicontinuous bounded function .

A sufficient condition for Assumption 3.1 to hold is provided in [3], see the discussion
after equation (3.6).

In order to ensure that £ is continuous for all J € P(K), we make the following assump-
tion.

Assumption 3.2. We assume that
o The functions F' and M., are continuous ;
o The stochastic kernel -y — Y (v, du) is continuous ;
o The map (t,\) — A(t,\) is continuous.

Lemma 3.1. Assume that Assumption 3.2 holds. Then, for all (¢,m) € C x M, with
J:={j e K:c¢; # 0}, and for all bounded function p € €5, the operator L}y is continuous.

Proof. Let (¢,m) € C x M and J defined as above. Recall that
Ly = 0ip + (u+ C, D) + (13, Dig) + (ha, Dyip)

# B | [ Tl = 1A )P0,
R
For the first line above, since all involved functions are continuous, the operator is con-

tinuous. For the second line, since ¢ is bounded, one easily checks that the expected value
with respect to (A,7y) is well defined and one can apply Fubini’s theorem. This is rewritten:

18



M) [ | [ el = 1 Y60 o)

with A(t,p) := [, A(t, \)dm*(X) which is continuous, see [16, Proposition 7.30 p145].

Now remark that the function integrated through Y (v, du) with v € U” fixed is contin-
uous by definition. Since the stochastic kernel v — Y (7, du) is assumed to be continuous,
we get again from [16, Proposition 7.30 p145] that the function integrated through m? is
continuous and bounded. And then, the operator is continuous. O

We now assume that we have a comparison principle. A sufficient condition is provided in
Proposition 5.1 below.

Assumption 3.3. Let U (resp. V') be a upper- (resp. lower-) semicontinuous bounded
viscosity sub- (resp. super-) solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3). Assume further that U <V on
Dy. Then, U <V on D.

Theorem 3.1. The function v is the unique viscosity solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3).

4 Viscosity solution properties

This part is dedicated to the proof of the viscosity solution characterization of Theorem 3.1.
We start with the sub-solution property and continue with the super-solution property. The
main difficulty relies on the fact that the filtration depends on the initial data. The results
can be obtained along the lines of [3].

4.1 Sub-solution property
Proposition 4.1. The function v is a viscosity sub-solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3).

The proof of this proposition, as usual, relies on a dynamic programming principle. For
this part, the dependency of the filtration on the initial data in not problematic as it only
requires a conditioning argument. We have the following result:

Proposition 4.2. Fiz J € P(K) and (z,p,m) € Dy, and let 0 be the first exit time of
(279", P'?) from a Borel set B C Dy containing (z,p, m) where ¢° € ®*™ is a control such

that Tf)o >t. Then,

z a? x z
V(Z,p, m) S ¢Sg£’" Em [V*(ZH7¢7 P0t7p7 m)1{9<71¢} + ’C v (ZT{’:)_? P:%p_a m)l{QZT{b}] (41)
€Yy

in which z .= (t,z,¢,1), @;tm = {p e 2 : 10 >t}
Proof. 1t suffices to follow the arguments of Proposition 4.2 in [3]. O

We now prove Proposition 4.1.
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Proof. Since, for each J € P(K), the operator £J is continuous, the proof of (3.1) and (3.2)
can be obtained by using the same arguments as in Proposition 4.1 in [3].
To prove (3.3), one can use the same arguments used in order to prove (3.2). ]

4.2 Super-solution property

Because of the non-trivial dependence of the filtration F>"¢ with respect to the initial data,
in order to prove the super-solution property associated with Theorem 3.1, we shall use a
discrete version of our impulse control problem, as in [3]. We shall show that the limit problem
is a super-solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3). Proposition 4.1 and the comparison assumption will
show that the limit problem is v.

We shall use a dynamic programing principle in some discrete form defined below.

Proposition 4.3. Fiz J € P(K) and (z,p,m) € Dy. Let ®2™ be the subset of elements
of ®™ such that the stopping times 7,1 > 1 are valued in {t} U m, N [t,T] with m, =
{kT/2";0 < k < 2"}. The corresponding value function is:

VTL(Zip7 m) = Sup J<Z7p7 m; gb)? (Z7p7 m) E D'
@™
Let (0°,¢ € ®>™) be such that 0% is a F=™%-stopping time valued in {t} U m, N [t,T].
Then,

Vale,pym) = sup B |va(Z5:%, B2 M)
pedy™

Proof. Tt suffices to follow the arguments of Lemma 4.1, Proposition 4.3 and Corollary 4.1
in [3]. O

We now consider the limit n — +o00. Let us set, for (z,p,m) € D,

Vo(z,p,m) := lim inf v (2, p',m').
(z,p',m’ ,n)—(2,p,m,+00)

Proposition 4.4. The function v, is a viscosity super-solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3).

Proof. The equations (3.1) and (3.2) can be obtained by using Proposition 4.3 and following
the arguments in the proof of Proposition 4.4 in [3]. We now prove the boundary condition
(3.3).

Step 1. Fix J € P(K) and (z,p,m) € Dj.

Let ny — +oo and (zx, pr, mi) — (2,p,m) such that v, (zx, pr, mg) — vo(z,p,m). Let
ko, > 1 and define the lower semi-continuous function @i, as in the proof of Proposition 4.4
in [3]. Then, from Proposition 4.3, with ¢ € ®**™ a control such that Tfso > T, we get for
k >k,

21,8°  Pti.pk 2k, mp,¢°
Vg, (2hy Pi> M) > By 90ko<Za¢0 ’Pe(»o ’Me¢° )|
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Then, k — +oo leads to

vo(,p,m) > B [ 01, (2500, P,

P szmy(bo )i|

»0 9¢0

and, again from the proof of Proposition 4.4 in [3], we get that limg, 1o @k, > vo. By
Fatou’s lemma we have

VO(Zap7 m) Z Eﬁ [VO(Z;(;%Oa Pet

z,m,¢Y
Step 2. Now fix J/ € J and (2,,po,ms) € Dy. Let k — +oo and (zx, pr, mi) —
(to, To, Co, Sgl(lo),po, m.) such that

Vo(Zky Diey M) — liminf Vo(z,p,m).
(z,p,m)%(to 790070072g (lo),po amO)

We introduce hy, := £3(1,) — I.. Then, for ko large enough, we can find € > 0 such that
SUPy>g, Maxjey by, < € < infpsp, maxjey g (€ — [). Then, for k > k,,

Vo(tkv Ty Cks Sil(lO) - hlmpk, mk) > K |:V0(fos¢07 Pttiépkﬂ Mtﬁémk’qso)] .

Now, we send k — +00, since the functions in the diffusion are Lipschitz, using Fatou’s
lemma leads to

kgr-l,l-,loo V0<tk7 Lk, Cis ’Sg (lo) - hkapk,‘7 mk;) > E [VO(ZE_LQZO, Rtfa, Mf_;_?’¢o):| .

Since, under the control ¢°, the processes X, P and M are driven here by the random
Poisson measure with finite activity, they satisfy the stochastic continuity property. More-
over, since the probability of observing a jump decreases to 0 when € — 0, one easily shows
that,

lim Vo(tk,xk,ck,ﬂﬂ/(lo) — hi, pr, mi) > Vo(to, To, C{[co,ﬂg/(lo)],po,mo),

k—+o00

by using the fact that v, is bounded and the definition of the process C' and L after the end
of one or several CAT bonds.

Step 3. In order to show the second inequality, repeat Step 1. and Step 2. using, instead

of #°, a control ¢* € ®>™ such that {Tf’ = offa = a, 7'2¢ "> T} holds with probability one.

m

We now prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We already know that v* and v, are respectively a bounded sub- and
super-solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3). Then, under Assumption 3.3, v* < v,. Moreover, by
construction, v, < v < v*. Then, v is continuous and the unique solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-
(3.3). O
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Remark 4.1. If we denote by Sk the set of permutation of {1 < k < k}, then, by symmetry,
V(Z7p7 m) = V(t’ x? (67 l) o E7p7 m)

for each ¥ € Sk, (z,p,m) € D. From a numerical point of view, this make it easier to
compute the value function.

5 A sufficient condition for the comparison

In this section, we provide a sufficient condition for Assumption 3.3 to hold.

Proposition 5.1. Assumption 3.3 holds whenever there exists a function ¥ on [0,T) x R% x
CL x P x M such that, for each J € P(K),

(i) (t,z,1,p) — V(t,z,c,l,p,m) € CLLLL([0,T) x R? x [0,£) x P) for all (c,m) € C x M,
(ii) 0¥ > LIW on Dy for some o > 0,
(11i) W — KV > § on Dy for some 6 > 0,
(iv) U > max(Kg,§) on RTx CLy x P x M with §(t,-) := e®g(t,-) and o is defined in (ii),
(v) liminf, oy U(el',) = U(, € (c, £5(1),.) 2 0 for all ' C J,
(vi) = < WU(x) = o(||z]|?) as ||z||* = +oo for some ¥ : R? — R.

Proof. Step 1. As usual, we shall argue by contradiction. We assume that there exists some
Jo € P(K) and some (zg,po, mg) € Dy such that (U — V)(zg,po, mo) > 0, in which U is
a sub-solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3) and V is a super-solution of (3.1)-(3.2)-(3.3). Recall the
definition of ¥, p and ¢ in Proposition 5.1. We set a(t,.) = e?U(t,.) and 0(¢,.) = e?V (¢,.)
for all (t,.) € Dy for all J € P(K). Then, there exists A € (0,1) such that

(ﬂ - ﬁA)(’ZOapOJ mO) > 07 (51)
in which #* := (1 — )0 + AW. Note that @ and ¥ are sub and super-solution on Dy of
min {0p — L]p, o — Ko} =0

for each J € P(K), with the boundary conditions

L=k ((T,) — ) + Lgpexy min{p(T,-) — g, (T, ) — Kg} =0, (5.2)
and
lim (., cl,.)=¢(, ¢ [c,30)],.) VI cJ, (¢l) e CLy (5.3)
U—g3 (1)
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Step 2. Let dy be a metric on M compatible with the weak topology. For (¢, z,y,¢,l,p,q,m) €
D' :=[0,7] x R? x RY x CL x P? x M, we set :

Fs(t7 x? y? C7 l7p7 q7 m) ::/Z’l(t7 I? C7 l7p7 m) - ﬁ)\(tJ y? CJ l? q7 m)

A4
e (el P + o) + [l + gl + dagm)) Y

with € > 0 small enough such that I'.(to, xo, zo, o, lo, Po, Po, mo) > 0. Although [0, /) is
not closed, note that the supremum is achieved for some J. € P(K) by some (t.,x.,ye,
Ceyley Py gey,me) € Dy . This follows from the upper-semicontinuity of I', the fact that 4, —o
and —W are bounded from above, and by the fact that

limsup(@ — ) (., ¢, ') < (@ — ) (., €% (c, £5(1)), .).
r—gk(l)

For (t,x,y,¢,l,p,q,m) € D', we set
OL(t, .y, ¢,l,p,q,m) = Te(t,z,y, ¢, L,p,q,m) —n ([lz =yl + |lp — al*) -
Again, there is (5, 25,95, ¢, 5, 5, ¢5,m5) € D’ such that
supOF = O (t5, x5 ys, Ll ps qh,m).
D’
It is standard to show that, after possibly considering a subsequence,

(t€7 n?yn7 n?lprn?qn?mfz) — (Eevj:E:gE:éaaZeaﬁaad€7m€) S D,7

@n<t57 Lps yn, n7 lijpna qn, 2) — Fa(fsa jjsy :&57 657 Zeyﬁsa qua ms) = Fs(tsa Le; Ye, Ce, lsapm Qe ms)a
(5.5)
see e.g. |7, Lemma 3.1]. Moreover, up to a subsequence, there exists ng € N, such that, for
all n > ng, (65,25, ¢, 15, p5,ms) € Dy, and (t5,y5, ¢, 15, ¢, mS) € Dy..
Step 3. We first assume that, up to a subsequence, (@ — Ka)(t5, 25, ¢5, I5, p5,ms) < 0, for
n > 1. Then, it follows from the supersolution property of ¢ and Condltlon (iii) that

ﬁ/(tfl Cs ln’p'rm n) )\( 7yn7 n’ln’un n) S
ICﬁ(tn,a: Sl L, mE) — ICU( Y e g, my) — A

Passing to the limsup and using (5.5) and (3.1), we obtain
(it — 0N (Lo, 2o, Ees by Poyie) + A < K (G — 0V (He, e, b2, 1o, pe, )

Now let us observe that

Sup(il—f})‘) = hm sup Fs(t,I,QJ,C,Z,p,p, m)
D =0 (t,x,c,l,p,m)ED
= hmF€<tE,x5,x57csyls7p€7p€7mE) (56)
e—0

= ll_{% Ps<ts7 Te, e, Cey Ly De, Pes m€)7
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in which the last identity follows from (5.5). Combined with the above inequality, this
shows that supp (@ — %) + Ad < limsup, o K(@ — ) (., 2., ¢, l;,ﬁs,mg), which leads to a
contradiction for £ small enough.
Step 4. We now show that there is a subsequence such that ¢° < T for all n > 1. If not,
one can assume that ¢ = T. If, up to a subsequence, one can have (T, x5, ¢, 15, pS,ms)) <
g(T, x5, ¢ 16, ps,ms), then it follows from (5.2) and Condition (iv) that,

'I’:[/(T, '/L‘ib’ciﬂ l;’pi’mi)) (T yTN n7ln7qn7 fl) S g(T7x Cs l?’L’pTH n) (T y’rL7 n7ln7qn7 fL :

Hence,

]‘—‘E(t€7x€7x57657l57p57p57m5)§§<T7$ la7pn7 ) g(T7y7FiL7C lE?QTL’ )7
and (5. 5) with (5.6) leads to supp (ﬂ — ) < 0, a contradiction. If, up to a subsequence,
w(T, 28,5, 15, p5,ms) < Kg(T, x5, &, 15, p5,ms), by (5.2) and Condition (iv),
A(T,ar, ¢, b o i) =0Ty €6, 1y anmy,) < KTy, e 1 5, mi ) =Ka(T, s 5 1 4

Hence,

FE(t\E?‘CCE?xE)CE7l€7p€7pE7mE) S ’C.g(T?'x ls7pn7 ) ]Cg(T yn7 n?ln7Qn7 E))

and combining Assumption 3.1 with (5.5) and (5.6) leads to supp(@ — 9*) < 0, the same
contradiction.

Step 5. In view of step 2, 3, 4, one can assume that t5 < T, (a—Ka)(t5, 25, ¢5, 15, p5, ms) >
0 and (c5,[5) € CLj- for all n > 1. Using Ishii’s Lemma and following standard arguments,
see Theorem 8.3 and the discussion after Theorem 3.2 in |7], we deduce from the sub- and su-
persolution viscosity solutions property of @ and ¢*, and the Lipschitz continuity assumptions

on j,o and [, that
Q(ﬂ(tfwx s b Dy ,) — (tgaymcmlsaqm )) <
C (n(llz;, - yn\!2 +Ip5 = all®) + e+ [l + lyal* + Ipall” + 4211%)
for some C' > 0, independent of n and e. In view of (5.4) and (5.5), we get
OFe(fe, T, Be, e, le, ey ey e) < 2Ce (14 |2 + 16:]|?) - (5.7)

We shall prove in next step that the right-hand side of (5.7) goes to 0 as ¢ — 0, up to a
subsequence. Combined with (5.6), this leads to a contradiction of (5.1).

Step 6. We conclude the proof by proving the claim used above. First note that we can
always construct a sequence (., 7., C., I, p., Me)e)e>o such that

T.(te, &e, Tey Coy ley Pey Pes 1e) — sup(@ — ) and
D
e (Il + 0, 1) + 7.1 + dra(i)) =0 as 0.
By (5.5), Te(fe, &e, @, b, Iz, Pe, e ) < Te(fe, @e, &, G, Do, P, Pe, ). Hence, supp (i — %) <

supp (@ — ) — 2liminf. o e (||2]]* + ||p:]|?)-
Il
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6 Numerical Scheme

We let h, be a time-discretization step such that both T'/h, and ¢/h, are an integer. In order
to ensure the existence of such a h,, we shall assume that (7'/¢) € Q* which does not appear
as a restriction from a practical point of view. We set T" := {t!* := ih,,i < T'/h,} and, for
J € P(K), we set L = 15—, (915¢(j) + L 14(j)) in which L := {Ilo :=ihg,i < £/ho}.

The space R? is discretized with a space step h, on a rectangle [—c, c]? containing Ny,
points on each direction. The corresponding set is denoted by X"+, Recall that P is a
subset of R?. We again discretise R? with the same step space h, on a rectangle [—c, c]?
containing Ny points. The corresponding set is denoted by Po" thus, the discretization of
P is P .= P2l N P.

We set h = (ho, hy). The first order derivatives (0y¢), (0z,%)i<das (O1,)i<x and (Op,p)i<d
are approximated by using the standard up-wind approximations:

Azho’t@('zvpa m) = h’o_1 ((p(t + hm ) - 90)

hasa - h:l (90( T+ eihy, ) 90) if i + C >0
Ai (70(27])7 m) = { h:l (gp o g0( ezh*, )) else

ot _ h e L+ eihy, ) — ) ified
itz pm) = { 0 else

-1 .
hep - h* (90(729 + eih*, ) - Qp) if hy >0
Ai @<Z7p7 m) - — { h:l (gp_ @(.’p_ eih*7_)) else

in which e; is i — th unit vector of R%.
We shall assume that A is finite. We introduce:

Chr o= [T(01:G) + (Xl x R x A)14(5)),
j=1

in which R := {ih, : —c/h, <i <c/h,.}.
Then, the discrete counter-part of the set of policies running in indexes J is defined by

CL} := C} x L.

Aot =0 [ o [ Asndm s,

in which m” is completely determined by p, recall Assumption 2.3.

Note that, for u € U7, we may have z+ (-, u) +F(-;u) & X?;. One needs to approximate
¢ with the closest points in X!+, We have the same issue with Pi‘; We define [¢],,, as an
approximation of ¢ by

[gp]h* = Z w('rlap/ | li,p)QO(, SL’/, '7p/7 )

(a/,p")ECh, ()X Ch, (p)

We introduce:
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in which C},, () (resp. Cp,(p)) denotes the corners of the cube of R? (resp. R?) in which x
(resp. p) belongs too and w(- | z,p) is a weight function.
Moreover, in order to integrate the boundary condition when [; — ¢ for some j € J, we

define £ = Lk U ( and Ly = [17-1(015:(j) + L 14(j)). We introduce

[ el ) = (€ (e,1),), (c.l) € Ch x LY.
And finally,

[e]h, = [[#]]n.
The discrete counterpart of £ for all J € P(K) is

L= APl + Y ATl + ) AT el + ) mAT ]

1<i<d ieJ 1<i<d

+ Al /UV /]Rd (t+ ho,-) — @] T(v, du)dm’ (7).

If Y(v,du) corresponds to a discret distribution, the corresponding integral is explicit. In
the examples in next section, we shall use a discrete approximation.

For the sequel, we set ¢° € ®>™ a control such that 7'1¢ "> T as. and ¢ € =™ a control
such that 77" =t a.s. and 7" > T a.s. for a € A. Thus, the discrete counterpart of K is

(6.1)

K o= sup B |[6lf (745 Bt M) (6.2)

We set X := (X!\dX"), and PZ; = (P2\OPg"). Our numerical scheme consists in
solving, for all J € P(K):

0=1p-x} [-Lh¢] + lgagmin {—Llp, o — K"} on (T"\T) x X?; x CL% x PZP* x M

(6.3)
0 =g1l-x} + (9 V K[gln,) Liarxy on {1} x 5(?; x CLj x f)?; x M
(6.4)
© =g on T" x §X x CL! x P!* x M
(6.5)

Proposition 6.1. Let v§ denote the solution of (6.3)-(6.4)-(6.5). Then v, — v when
(huy ho/hy) = 0 and ¢ — +o0.

Proof. We check that the conditions of [4, Theorem 2.1.] are satisfied as in [2]. O

It remains to explain how to deduce the e-optimal policy. At each point (z,p,m) of the
grid, if the number of running CAT bonds is £ — 1 or less (recall that x is the maximum
number of running CAT bonds), one computes

(z.p.m) € arg max B [V (2555 P M)
ac
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If v§(z,p,m) is equal to the above maximum, then we play the control a(z,p, m) otherwise
we wait for the next time step. This is the usual philosophy: we act on the system only if
this increases the expected value.

7 Example: CAT bonds in a per event framework for
Hurricanes in Florida

We focus on a simple example where the controller is an insurance or a reinsurance company
which can issue CAT bonds in order to cover its risk in natural disasters.
We consider CAT bonds of per event type. The framework is the following:

e The studied risk is the hurricanes ;
e We only consider one region : Florida ;

e The time-unit will be the year and we fix { = 3 which corresponds to the average
maturity of CAT bonds in years ;

e The insurer can issue CAT bonds on different layers.

The motivation of considering hurricanes in Florida comes from the fact that this region is
well exposed, about one hurricane every two years in average, see [13] ; and has an important
and increasing insured value about 4000 billion in 2015, see [17]. Therefore, it has been well
studied and we will take the parameters of our toy model from different papers.

We consider a 1-dimension random Poisson measure N, which represents the intensity
of arrival and the severity of hurricanes. Only the intensity of arrival of the hurricanes is
unknown. We use two different priors. The first one is the case with a Gamma distribution
on the unknown parameter. The second one is the case with a Bernoulli distribution.

This leads to two different definitions of the intensity that we first explain in subsection
7.1 and 7.2. We describe in subsection 7.3 the severity of the hurricanes, which is assumed to
be known. In subsection 7.4, we give the set of controls (which kind of CAT bonds the insurer
can issue) and the output process (the process defined in equation (2.7)). In subsection 7.5
we describe the gain function and a specific dimension reduction that can be used for the
numerical implementation. In subsection 7.6, we fix and explain the numerical values chosen
for the parameters of the control problem. The numerical results are presented in subsection
7.7. Finally, we discuss in subsection 7.8 about the benefits and the limits in practice of this
approach for a decision making process.

7.1 Intensity of Hurricanes: the Gamma case

We define the intensity A as the function:
A(t, X)) = An(t), (t,A) €[0,7] x R,
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in which h : t — h(t) is a positive continuous function which represents the seasonality of
the arrival of hurricanes and some growth according to the global warming. The parameter
Ae U = R* , which is unknown, represents a level of intensity.

We set my) = G(ao, Bo) with (ag, Bo) € (R%)? as an initial prior on A. Thus, by Example
2.1, we deduce that the process M*™ | starting from m* := T'(ay, 8;) at ¢ € [0, 7], remains
in the family of Gamma distributions and, for all s > ¢,

MS:Q<at—|—NS—Nt,ﬂt—I—/ h(u)du) .
t
Moreover, we can define two processes P® and P” :
pP* = Pf +/ dNj,
t

PP = pf +/ h(s)ds.
t
and, by construction, M = G(P%, P?).

It remains to define the function h. The seasonality of hurricanes has been studied,
especially on big Hurricanes, in [15] in which the authors give a curve based on a kernel
density estimation. One close parametric density function over one year can be found in the
form:

ho: [0,1] — R, (7.1)

. t—do 3
te { gfw (dl—do) it € (do, 1) (7.2)

else

in which f, ; is the density function of the Beta distribution of parameters (4, B) € (R*)2.

The Figure 7.1 shows a representation of hg close to the one obtained in [15].

The function h is simply defined by h(t) := ho(t — E(t)) for ¢ > 0, in which E is the
integer part function. h is 1-periodic. Here we do not consider a global warming effect, which
would have been deterministic through the function h.

7.2 Intensity of Hurricanes: the Bernoulli case

Although the Gamma prior gives parameters that belongs in R, in order to remains in the
Gamma distribution over time, it requires the form (¢, ) — Ah(¢) and then the intensity of
the whole period is proportional to A. We introduce a Bernoulli case with three alternatives
in which we can choose any function depending on time with each alternative.
With F : R, +— N the integer part function, we define the intensity as:
E(t)

Al \) = %h(t) (1 + T)\) L) €10,T] % {An o M) (7.3)
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Normalized intensity over one year
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Figure 7.1: Representation of hy over one year with dy = 15¢ July, d; = 15" November, & = 8
and § = 6.

in which the parameter A € U? := {A1, A2, A3} C R, represents 3 scenarios of the evolution
of the intensity, as a consequence of the global warming.

Following Example 2.2, we can define 3 processes, starting from p := (p', p?, p*) € R? at
time ¢ € [0, 7:

P = pi—/ PjA(s,)\i)d5+/ P! [A(s,\) —1]dN,, 1<i<3. (7.4)
t t

S

7.3 Severity of the Hurricanes

As in [13], we use a Generalized Pareto Distribution for the simulation of the severity of the
claim, over the exposure of 4000 billion. Their threshold (minimum claim size) is p = 0.25
billion for an exposure of 2000 billion. Here, we shall use: = 0.5, 0 =5 and £ = 0.5. To fix
ideas, the median is 4.5 billion, the quantile at 90% is 22 billion and the quantile at 99.5% is
132 billion. We also bound the distribution by the total exposure of 4000 billion.

We also introduce the so-called Occurrence Exceedance Probability (OEP) curve. To this
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aim, we introduce the random variable:

4= max / CuN(du, {s}),

t<s<t+1
which is the greatest Hurricane in [t,¢ + 1] for ¢ € [0,7" — 1]. The OEP curve is simply:
1
OEP! ::inf{xGR:P(Lth)zl—z}, t>0,

in which t is called the Return period. By construction, OE P! is the quantile of order 1 —1/t
of L.

The Figure 7.2 shows the corresponding OEP curve with the Gamma prior (p®,p?) =
(25,50), for any year (in this case, it does not depend on t, for a fixed prior).

OEP curve

OEP
150 200
| |

100
|

50

T T T T T T
0 200 400 600 800 1000

Return period

Figure 7.2: Representation of an OEP curve, with the parameter (u,o,&) defined in the text
and with the prior (p®, p”) := (25, 50).

We now define the set of controls and the output process.

7.4 The set of controls and the output process

Recall that a control ¢ has the form (Tf’ kY n‘»b)izo. Here, n; is the linked to the notional of

P A 7

the CAT bonds. A CAT bond covers a layer (defined hereafter) of the portfolio of the insurer.
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We fix n; := 1 for simplicity, so if the insurer issue a CAT bond, the whole corresponding
layer will be covered.

We introduce { Ky, K, K3, K4} := {10, 50,200, 1000}. We define what will be the capacity
of the CAT bonds: [ = OEP —OFEPy for 1 <j<3andte[0,T—1].

The value k; can be chosen i 1n {Ky, K, Kg} and the associated sets Ay, are defined by:

Al = [OEP}, 400, i>1.

If a Hurricane leads to a cost in A’}Ci, then the default of the CAT bond is activated. It
remains to define the payout for the insurer in the default case. It corresponds to cover the
layer [OEP; ,OEP +1; ] at a ratio of n;. We define the payout of the j —th CAT bonds as:

N
Fi(t,z,ng, kj, lj,u) :=n,; [(u — OEP,::;lJ) A [k]} , jed{l, ... .k}

Note that, in our example, the risk cannot be covered above the return period of 1000.

We consider the process X := (X!, X?) valued in R% The first component represents
the cash of the Insurer/Reinsurer and the second component represents the risk premium, in
term of percentage of the pure premium, of the market about the CAT bonds, defined later.

We set, with x := (2!, 2?) :

in which:

e /i represents the premium rate, the insurer is profitable if > Eg [A(t, \)] [g. uY (du) ;

ro > 0 is the constant interest rate ;

p > 0 is the speed return to 0 of the risk premium of the CAT bonds ;

p* : R — R is an increasing function which represents the immediate increase of the
premium rate after a claim ;

e Hy > 0 is the initial cost of issuing a CAT bond.

How the coupon r is fixed when issuing a CAT bond and is defined in subsection 7.6.
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7.5 Gain function and dimension reduction

The controller wants to maximize, with ¢ := (n, k,r), for some v > 0, the criteria

Hy < .
g(x,c,l,p) == —exp [—7 (rcl + ; 1,200 (€ — lk))] vC.

The right part inside the exponential function compensates the initial cost for remaining
CAT bonds, in order to avoid particular behaviors of issuing nothing close to the end. We
take C' ;= —103% which ensures that g is bounded and big enough such that it will not play
an essential role.

Note that in the Gamma prior case, we have P = P/ + J; h(s)ds which is a function
of time with no randomness. Then, we can avoid it in the numerical scheme since it is a
function of time fully characterized by the initial prior.

In the Bernoulli case, one can see that, if we set for the prior

p' = op,
for some § > 0, then, for all s > ¢, we have P! = §P, and then D(P.) = D(P;). One can
normalize P such that the sum is 1 and avoid the last component.

Moreover, the associated value function satisfies:

plero(T—t)

v(t,xl,xQ,c,l,p) =e V(t,O,xQ,c,l,p),

which avoids in computation the dimension of z'.

7.6 The choice of the parameters

We choose here the form, the functions and the parameters for our toy example. We first
describe the Gamma case (for the prior) and then describe the Bernoulli case.

Just after the occurrence of Katrina, the price of the reinsurance was about two or three
times greater with a persistence of about two years and can be also seen on the CAT bond
market, see Figure 9 in [9]. Thus, we set

pi=2.

Moreover, the estimated return-period of such event is about 20-year return period, see [12].
Since the increase was about two of three times greater, we set

0.05
1 - chn&(“),
in which F},,¢ denotes the cumulative distribution function of the Pareto distribution

of parameters (u,0,&). Then, here, for a return period of 40 years (recall that we have in
average one claim each 2-year period), it gives an increase of 100% of the price.

p*(u) =
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The insurer has a market share of ey €]0, 1] that we fix at 10%. We shall assume that,
the insurer is profitable until A = 0.65. Then, the premium rate is

p = 0.65 eo/ uY (du) = 0.65 x ey x (
- -

We now define the coupon fixing. If k; = K; with j € {1,2,3} (recall that k; is the choice
of the layer for the CAT bond), the coupon is:

1 1 1 1
Z:Q: iaXT'> iy i) = Ty s\ 7> — k. (1 2 i) . 7.5
r o(T, L, E) =N [60 (K'+1+2(Kj Kj+1)):| K]( +x +5) (7.5)

J

) = (0.6825.

Thus, the CAT bond price is decomposed by:

o The part 7=— which is the probability that a claim is above the layer within one year
and then the payout is the layer

e The part KL — ﬁ which is the probability that the greatest claim is in the layer, and
J J
we multiply it by one half like if it was uniformly distributed in the layer, which is

greater than the true value.

e The factor 22 is the risk aversion of the market, and ¢; is some random value about the
price the coupon.

Finally, the cost of issuing a CAT bond is fixed at: Hy := 0.0025, the interest rate is fixed
at ro == 1%.

Remark 7.1. In these examples, we deal with per event CAT bonds. One also can deal with
aggregated losses within the period. In this case, it requires to record the current accumulation
of claims and to introduce another dimension in the output process X.

Remark 7.2. In practice, in general, a partial default below 70%-80% of the capacity does
not end the CAT bonds: the coupon is reduced by the proportional loss and another loss may
lead to the complete default, using the same limits. Here, for simplification, the CAT bond
ends whenever the layer is attained.

Remark 7.3. Note that the function V(x,c,l,p) = o L 4 pl +§ satisfies the conditions of
Proposition 5.1, for 6 > 0 great enough.

7.6.1 With the Bernoulli prior

In this case, the intensity grows over time, recall (7.3). We fix A\; = 0.2, Ay = 0.3,\3 = 04
and Py = P2 P} = 3, recall (7.4).

To be consistent, we say that the premium rate also rises over time following the rise of
intensity, but by 35%, and then is:

t 1
)= ("UFOBD ) e 1) <
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We assume that the market is updating the OEP with the same rate:

t
OEP':= OEP° (1 + 0'35T) , telo,T].

7.7 Results

Recall that, for each CAT bond that the insurer can issue, we need to add its characteristics
and the complexity increases hugely in x, depending on possible policies. Thus, in our
simulation, we use k = 2. The controller can choose at most 2 layers among the three
available (recall them in term of return periods: [10, 50], [50, 200] and [200, 1000] which
corresponds to [1.23, 4], [4, 9], and [9, 21.5] in billion dollars).

7.7.1 With the Gamma prior

In Figure 7.3, we provide a simulated path of the optimal strategy in which the Pareto
distribution is discretized in 2500 points (the highest possible value is 49 billion dollars).
The top left graphic describes the control played by the insurer. The top part represents the
issue of CAT bonds, the level is the lower bound of the layer. The bottom part represents
the running CAT bonds with respect to the layer. The double dash says that two CAT
bonds at the same layer are running. The top right graphic describes the arrival of natural
disasters. The bottom part gives the size of the claim of the insurer while the top part gives
the payoff of the CAT bond(s). The middle left graphic describes the evolution of the cash
of the insurer. The middle right graphic gives the evolution of X2, the price penalty of the
CAT bonds which appears in (7.5). The bottom left graphic gives the evolution of the mean
of the estimated distribution of A¢ (true value is 0.6), defined by %, and the bottom right
VP

ps

At the beginning, the insurer does not issue any CAT bond. Since we start in January,
there is no risk to experiment a claim and thus the insurer delays the issue. Just when the
season starts, he first chooses to issue two CAT bonds on the layer [200, 1000]. Recall that
it is the highest layer which corresponds to [9,21.5] in billion dollars. It is possible to have a
claim highly above the layer and having a double cover on this big layer gives, indirectly, a
cover against huge claims above the layer (recall that the maximum claim size is 49 billion
dollars). He renews each CAT bond at the maturity until he meets a claim with a return
period above 1000 during the 5% year. He gets the associated payoff. Despite the huge
increase of the price of CAT bonds, by almost 400%, he immediately issues a new one on the
layer {200, 1000], but only one. He waits the next season, with a better expected price, to
issue the other one. After, he follows this strategy to the end.

In Figure 7.4, we represent the approximated density (by kernel estimation) of the total
cash of the insurer at the end of the 30 years. On the left, it is the case with Ay = 0.6 (the
value used in the simulated path of Figure 7.3) and on the right with Ay = 0.5, i.e. what
believes the insurer at the beginning. The solid curve is the case when the insurer plays the
optimal control and the dashed curve is when he never issues any CAT bond. We also add

graphic gives the evolution of the standard deviation, defined by
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Cash distribution at the end (Ao = 0.6) Cash distribution at the end (Ao =0.5)

density with CAT bonds density with CAT bonds
(mean = 1.63, sd = 6.72) (mean = 4.36, sd = 6.2)
—A— |osses at 99.5% (-22.61) X —A— |osses at 99.5% (-18.19)
__ density with no CAT bonds ik __ density with no CAT bonds
(mean = 2.08, sd = 9.9) (mean =5.16, sd = 9.04)
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Figure 7.4: Cash distribution (with 200 000 simulations) for A\g = 0.6 (left) and Ao = 0.5
(right) with the optimal control (solid dark blue) and without any CAT bond (dashed black).

the quantiles at 99.5% in term of losses, see the legend. In the case with A\g = 0.6 (left),
from which the path in Figure 7.3 comes from, we can see that the standard deviation is
reduced. And the quantile at 99.5% is strongly reduced (in absolute value). One can observe
that the case Ay = 0.6 strongly reduces the expected net return in average. Without CAT
bonds, the mean of the cash distribution is higher, mainly due to the costs associated with
issuance and the premium related to the risk transfer to the market. On the other hand, the
99.5% quantile is lower (indicating higher losses) when CAT bonds are not present, as they
partially cover extreme risks.

We now look at the case with a discretization of 500 of the Pareto distribution. In
particular, the maximum claim size is 21.4 billion which does not exceed the maximum layer
[9.0,21.5]. In Figure 7.5, we show a simulated path. This time, the insurer chooses to get
two CAT bonds at the layer [50,200]. Actually, with this discretization, the layer [200, 1000]
appears to be less competitive since the discretization of 500 leads to a lower expected payoff.
In the first years, the expected intensity is revised higher and the relative price of the layer
[10, 50] decreases (this layer requires the highest coupon since it is frequently hit). At the
4™ vear, he changes his strategy and gets one CAT bond on the layer [10,50] and the other
one on the layer [50,200]. A catastrophe above the return period of 200 occurs at the 20
year and both CAT bonds end. He prefers to wait the next season because of the consecutive
price increase. Note that, in the previous cases (with Pareto distribution discretized in 2500
points), he was never without any CAT bond, even after an increase of 400%. Then, he
continues his strategy to get a CAT bond on the layer [10, 50] and the other one on the layer
[50,200], until the end.
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Figure 7.5: Simulated path of the optimal strategy of the insurer.
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7.7.2 With the Bernoulli prior

In Figure 7.6, we provide a simulated path of the optimal strategy in which the Pareto
distribution is discretized in 2500 points (recall that the highest possible value is 49 billion
dollars). As in the Gamma prior case, the insurer chooses to get two CAT bonds at the
highest layer. When he experiences a huge claim during the second year, he still gets twice
the layer but prefers to wait before to take a new CAT bond, according to the huge rise of
the price. He waits the next year and restarts the same strategy until the 12** year. Then,
he issues CAT bonds on the layer [50,200] and [200, 1000] until close to the end.

The estimated probabilities on Ay evolve slowly at the beginning since Ay has an impact
which rises over time (true value is A\g = 0.4).

In Figure 7.7, we represent the approximated density (by kernel estimation) of the total
cash of the insurer at the end of the 30 years. On the left, it is the case with A\g = 0.4 (as it
is also the case in Figure 7.3) and on the right with Ay = 0.3. The legend is the same as in
Figure 7.4 and we get close distributions.

We now look at the case with a discretization of 500 of the Pareto distribution and show
a simulated path in Figure 7.8. As in the Gamma prior case, at the beginning, the insurer
chooses to get two CAT bonds at the layer [50,200]. He follows this strategy until he meets
a huge claim in the 16" year. He waits the next season and restarts the same strategy. At
the 24" year, he chooses to issue CAT bonds on two different layers, at [50,200] and [10, 50].
As in Figure 7.5, this results in a change on the belief on the intensity.

Finally, in Figure 7.9, we display the distribution of the probabilities on Ag. This highlights
the fact that it is very difficult to estimate it with observations through time.
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Cash distribution at the end (A =0.4)
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Figure 7.9: Distribution of the probabilities on A¢ at the end (with 200 000 simulations).
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7.8 Comparison between the Gamma case and the Bernoulli case

Recall that in the Gamma case, the intensity is A(\, ) = Ah(t) where h is 1-periodic, whereas
the intensity of the Bernoulli case has the form A(A,t) = 3h(t) [1 + %)\} and takes into

account an unknown factor due to the global warming.

Between the Figures 7.3 and 7.6, we can notice that the issues of both CAT bonds (top
left figure) are delayed during one period, which is not the case in the Bernoulli case. This
is due to the specific trajectories, 7.3 a claim occurred at ¢t = 5 and hits the last layer. The
two CAT bonds are resumed, but the price is high, the second one is issued later. During the
whole period after, there are always two running CAT bonds, with separated renewal, while
in the Bernoulli case, both are renewed later, at the beginning of the new hurricane season.
The difference comes to the fact that in 7.3 the hurricane occurred before the end of the
hurricane season, and despite the high price, the reinsurer issue a CAT bond immediately,
whereas in 7.6, it is at the end of the season and he prefers to wait the next one, with a
better price.

The difference in the middle left figure (the Cash process) is simply due to the randomness
of the trajectories, as in the middle right figure (the risk premium process, X?).

Finally, in 7.3, the mean of the prior on m is represented in the bottom left figure, since
the true value is Ag = 0.6 (which is also the true mean), it rises around it whereas the
standard deviation decreases with the new information. In 7.6, the unknown factor is the
growth of the claim rate. The bottom left and right graphics are now the probabilities of
occurrence of {A\g = A1} and {A\g = A3} (the last one can be easily deduced). Since the true
value is A\g = A3, we see that it evolves in the correct direction. However, at the beginning
it evolves very slowly, since the effect of the global warming (the growth rate) is difficult to
estimate at the beginning, and easier after when it occurred. However, as we can see in 7.9,
in practice, it is very difficult to estimate to growth factor.

8 Benefits and limits

The framework given is quite general. In addition to CAT bonds, it could handle reinsurance
treaties and to choice between them. It also tackles some lack of information about some
parameters or their evolution, and the framework is adaptive. Corresponding to the expected
prices on the CAT bond market for each layer, it could help in a decision process by telling
which CAT bonds to issue and at which notional.

Nonetheless, the curse of dimensionality is important, especially in the number of CAT
bonds and their admissible characteristics. Adding the ability to hold one more CAT bond
ask to up the dimension by its characteristics and the time-length elapsed. The uncertainty
on one parameter also requires at least one dimension for the prior evolution. The most
heavy example provided, from a computing time point of view, is the Bernoulli case with the
Pareto Distribution discretized by 2500. On a Ryzen 7 1800X (8 cores, 16 threads, at 3.6
Ghz), with a program written in C++ completely multi-threaded, it takes around 120 hours
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(5 days) in order to compute the optimal control of this example. In practice, it appears
complicated to use k > 3 without restriction, and one should consider each peril / region
separately.
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