nature communications

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-43229-8

Flood insurance is a driver of population
growth in European floodplains

Received: 22 February 2023 Max Tesselaar®'

Accepted: 3 November 2023

, W. J. Wouter Botzen ® 2, Timothy Tiggeloven®" &
Jeroen C. J. H. Aerts ®3

Published online: 18 November 2023

M Check for updates

Future flood risk assessments typically focus on changing hazard conditions as
aresult of climate change, where flood exposure is assumed to remain static or

develop according to exogenous scenarios. However, this study presents a
method to project future riverine flood risk in Europe by simulating popula-
tion growth in floodplains, where households’ settlement location decisions
endogenously depend on environmental and institutional factors, including
amenities associated with river proximity, riverine flood risk, and insurance
against this risk. Our results show that population growth in European flood-
plains and, consequently, rising riverine flood risk are considerably higher
when the dis-amenity caused by flood risk is offset by insurance. This outcome
is particularly evident in countries where flood risk is covered collectively and
notably less where premiums reflect the risk of individual households.

It is imperative that climate risk assessments guide climate adaptation
policies' . Traditionally, climate change risk has been assessed with
models that mainly focus on changing hazard conditions due to bio-
physical processes and climate change, exogenous projections of
exposed assets and people, and assuming constant vulnerability to
project the potential damage of climate hazard*. Recent research
recognises the dynamic nature of exposure and vulnerability with
respect to climate risks, and it emphasises the need to apply these
dynamics in models. For example, global flood risk modelling studies
have found that socio-economic growth is the dominant driver of
increasing riverine flood risk in some regions across the world>®. These
large-scale flood risk models consider exposure growth in floodplains
based on story lines such as shared socio-economic pathways’ (SSPs),
which are based on several generic scenarios of global developments
such as economic growth, political stability, and technological
development’. Besides exposure, the vulnerability of communities to
flooding is also often assumed to remain constant over time'. Although
these assumptions simplify large-scale (global) climate risk models,
they disregard the fact that exposure and vulnerability are intrinsically
dynamic® and should be modelled as such’. Households may, for
example, move away from or avoid settling in areas at high risk of
flooding'*™"* or apply flood risk reduction measures if they do reside in

these areas'. Settling in floodplains may also become more attractive
when this area provides aesthetic or recreational amenities™", when
flood protection infrastructure is improved®, or when governments or
insurers provide financial compensation after floods®.

Recent scientific developments address the dynamic interplay
between climate hazards, exposure, and vulnerability. Instead of top-
down methods, which use static exposure and vulnerability input data
to project climate impacts on global or regional scales, bottom-up
assessments focus on human behaviour and how individuals dynami-
cally respond in time and space to certain (environmental) conditions’.
For example, bottom-up approaches are used to project the evacua-
tion behaviour of individuals in the face of disasters', analyse adap-
tation behaviour in response to floods and insurance incentives”’ 2,
and assess migration flows away from high-risk areas™*.. For large-scale
climate risk models, it is useful to combine a top-down approach, for
example to assess climate hazards, with a bottom-up approach that
accounts for behavioural responses to changing hazards.

Large-scale flood risk assessments commonly use generic (top-
down) scenarios of population growth, largely because population
development is complex and depends on many external factors.
However, projecting future flood exposure in these assessments
requires a downscaling method where high-level (SSP-)scenarios can
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be applied to forecast exposure on a local scale. Several population
projection models*** that are used in high-impact flood risk
studies>>**** assess the suitability of areas to capacitate population
growth by identifying geographical features that are likely to encou-
rage or discourage populations to settle, such as elevation, steepness
of the terrain, distance from urban centres, and distance from the
coast. Importantly, these spatial projections represent a static view of
human decision-making in relation to environmental processes, par-
ticularly regarding flood risk. A more accurate assessment of devel-
opments in flood exposure requires a coupling of human and
environmental subsystems?.

This study develops a bottom-up approach to simulating dynamic
processes of flood exposure and vulnerability, as well as the resulting
future riverine flood risk, by considering factors that may attract or
repel settlement in flood-prone areas. We analyse how population
growth in floodplains may differ from existing top-down projections
when considering the environmental characteristics of river-
floodplains. These include flood risk and amenities associated with
river proximity, but also insurance policies, which may reduce the
negative impact of flood risk at a floodplain settlement location.
Regarding the latter, for instance, the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gramme in the US has been criticised for encouraging development in
flood-prone areas because it offers subsidised coverage against flood
damage”. In addition, within Europe, the subsidisation of flood
insurance premiums in high-risk areas occurs in several countries,
including France, Belgium, and Spain, where national flood insurance
policies explicitly aim to promote solidarity among households in
high- and low-risk areas. On the contrary, several countries, such as
Germany and the UK, strive to implement mechanisms that stimulate
household-level adaptation, including risk-based premiums??°. This
means that policyholders pay a premium that reflects the flood risk of
their property. A risk-based insurance premium signals to policy-
holders the extent to which they are at risk of flooding, which has been
found to encourage policyholders to reduce risk*°.

Limiting property development in high-risk areas is perhaps the
most effective method to limit population exposure to increasing
flood hazard™. A variety of policy measures may be implemented to
achieve this, including more controlled land-use planning in
floodplains® or exclusion from flood insurance coverage, as is applied
in the UK for buildings constructed after 2009 in high risk areas. The
strategy of managed retreat has also been applied more often®, such
as voluntary buyout schemes that governments initiate to facilitate the

relocation of households away from flood-prone areas. Besides such
regulatory measures, higher risk-based costs of insurance coverage
may also discourage settling in floodplains™. This study assesses the
extent to which insurance affects exposure development and com-
pares these effects for two types of insurance arrangements that are
currently applied in EU countries and the UK (see Methods). The
modelling approach developed in this study integrates riverine flood
risk, the amenities of river proximity, insurance incentives, and
household-level disaster risk-reduction (DRR) in a simulation of
household settlement location decisions over time. The simulation
applies data or techniques from established models, such as riverine
flood risk from a spatially explicit flood risk model?, and flood insur-
ance premiums and household-level DRR from a partial equilibrium
model of European flood insurance markets'. Whereas these models
assess flood risk and simulate insurance market outcomes, including
premiums and incentives for household-level DRR, they do not include
an integrated approach to assessing flood exposure growth through
location decisions and, in particular, how this may result from insur-
ance policies.

This study shows that population growth in European floodplains
and, consequently, rising riverine flood risk are considerably higher
when the dis-amenity caused by flood risk is offset by insurance. This
outcome is particularly evident in countries where flood risk is covered
collectively and notably less where premiums reflect the risk of indi-
vidual households. With this work, we aim to inform the debate about
flood insurance reforms and how insurance markets may contribute to
making societies more resilient to climate risks.

Results

To clearly present the flood exposure projections developed in this
study, we consistently compare our results to the data obtained from
the 2UP model®. This model applies a spatial suitability map to project
population growth on a local scale using generic population growth
scenarios, such as SSPs. The method developed in this study differs
from the 2UP model in that it considers environmental (dis)amenities
(including flood risk) and insurance. The population projection using
the 2UP model is henceforth referred to as the ‘baseline” approach.
Figure 1, Panel A shows the projected population growth within
floodplains for the period 2010-2050 using the baseline approach. This
projection applies population growth according to SSP2, which
represents a continuation of historical trends in terms of social, eco-
nomic, and technological development. In this study, floodplains are
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Fig. 1| Change in population living in floodplains from 2010 to 2050.

a Projected population development in floodplains from 2010 to 2050 in percen-
tages using the baseline method under SSP2. Blue shades indicate a decline in
floodplain populations, while red to yellow shades indicate an increase. b The
difference from the baseline projection when considering environmental (dis)
amenities of floodplains and household-level DRR. ¢ The difference with the

baseline-projection when considering insurance availability in addition to the
determinants included in (b). In Panels (b, c¢), blue shades indicate a lower flood-
plain population compared to the baseline projection, while red to yellow shades
indicate a higher population projection. For regions depicted in grey, our method is
not applicable due to declining populations across these regions (see Section
“Population growth model”).
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defined as areas that are expected to flood due to river discharge at
least once every 100 years, or with a 1% annual probability (see
“Methods”). These areas are considered particularly at risk of flooding,
and many flood risk management and insurance policy debates spe-
cifically concern these areas'®**. In this study, flood hazard is defined as
the spatial extent and depth of inundation caused by riverine water-
levels that occur with a certain probability, and flood risk is defined as
the damage caused by such inundation. To enhance visibility, model
output throughout this study is aggregated to the NUTS3 level, which
is a level of geographic aggregation applied by the EU for specific
socio-economic analyses.

Panel B of Fig. 1 shows the extent to which exposure growth
projections differ from the baseline when considering environmental
amenities associated with rivers and flood risk. Moreover, the analysis
for Panel B takes into account the option that households have to
reduce flood risk by applying wet- or dry flood-proofing measures (see
“Methods”). Flood risk projections used for this assessment apply
representative concentration pathway (RCP) 4.5, which represents a
future where the 2 °C limit set by the Paris Climate Agreement is met*
%, Projections using alternative SSPs and RCPs are shown in the Sup-
plementary Materials. The results in Panel C follow the same approach,
while also considering the potential of insurance to limit the negative
impacts of flooding for households. Each panel is discussed in a
dedicated section below.

Floodplain population projections using the baseline-method
Under SSP2, following the baseline approach, Panel A of Fig. 1 shows
that population growth in floodplains through 2050 occurs mainly in
Western and Northern Europe, while populations are expected to
decline considerably in many Eastern European regions. For example,
floodplain populations are expected to grow in most regions of France,
up to 44%, while only two regions show a projected decline of up to
16%. In several countries, such as Germany, Italy, Austria, and Portugal,
floodplain populations are expected to remain more or less stable
(over these countries, on average -4%, -0.7%, 5%, and 3%, respectively).
Eastern European countries show the most considerable declines in
floodplain populations, with the largest declines projected for Bulgaria
and Romania (both at approximately -21%). Determinants of popula-
tion growth under the baseline approach are terrain features such as
steepness and roughness, but also proximity to urban centres, which is
why the few regions in Eastern Europe where populations do grow are
mostly around major cities there (e.g., Bucharest, Warsaw, Athens). A
noteworthy observation is that changes in local floodplain populations
following the baseline population projection model, as presented in
Panel A of Fig. 1, show population projections with patterns similar to
those of the larger regions where these floodplains are located (see
Methods). This finding is sensible considering that the baseline
approach does not specifically assess the suitability for population
growth in floodplains. However, there are several areas where flood-
plain population projections (Panel A of Fig. 1) differ considerably from
the overall population projections (see Methods), most notably in the
Spanish region of Extremadura. In such cases, projected population
growth is largely drawn towards suitable locations, such as urban
areas, that are outside the floodplains. In the case of Extremadura, it is
likely that attractive settlement locations in the baseline approach are
on higher ground, as floodplains make up less than 5% of the landscape
(see “Methods”).

Contrary to population projections following the baseline
approach, recent studies that use satellite imagery show that human
settlements worldwide have been growing more rapidly within than
outside floodplains in many parts of the world***~*°. In Panels B and C
of Fig. 1, we present floodplain population growth projections using
the method developed in this study, in which we integrate specific
factors that affect the suitability to settle in floodplains.

Floodplain population growth considering (dis)amenities and
household-level DRR

River floodplains are associated with both positive and negative
environmental amenities that impact their suitability for human
settlement*>*., Panel B in Fig. 1 shows how the population projection
that considers environmental (dis)amenities in floodplains and
household-level DRR deviates from the baseline projection. Positive
amenities associated with floodplains are approximated using values
derived from studies that apply hedonic pricing techniques, which
generally find that positive environmental qualities associated with
river proximity decay over distance*’. The predominant environmental
disamenity of river proximity is perceived flood risk, which is simu-
lated in our flood risk model (see Methods). In our simulation,
household-level DRR is considered as a strategy for households to
reduce flood risk, which is done through a household-level assessment
of costs and perceived benefits of wet- and dry flood-proofing mea-
sures (see Methods). The option to reduce flood risk may increase the
attractiveness of floodplain settlement for some households.

In Panel B of Fig. 1, blue colours indicate lower floodplain popu-
lations compared to the baseline approach, while red to yellow colours
indicate a higher population projection in our simulation. Whereas a
value of 1 implies that our projection is identical to the baseline
approach, a value of 2 indicates that our projection is twice as high. The
median value of data plotted in Panel B equals 1.1, which implies that in
most regions floodplain populations are higher than the baseline
projection. However, as blue is also a prominent colour in Panel B, for
many regions, the baseline approach does seem to overestimate
floodplain population growth when compared to our projections,
which means that the flood risk outweighs the amenities of floodplain
settlement in these regions.

In countries such as France, Spain, and the UK, there are stark
contrasts between regions regarding the projected deviations from the
baseline. A driver of these differences is flood risk. In Spain, for
example, where three regions are projected to have considerably
higher population growth in floodplains compared to the baseline, the
annual flood risk per household for each region in 2050 is less than €30
(about €50,000 for each region as a whole), which is a fraction com-
pared to the average per household located within floodplains for the
whole of Spain (approximately €400). The same effect can be found in
the UK, where, for example, higher population growth and modest
annual flood risk per household intersect in several regions of Wales
and Northern Scotland. Evidence of the opposite effect, meaning
higher flood risk leading to lower population growth in floodplains, is
also apparent, most notably for regions in Ireland and central Sweden.
In central Sweden, shown in blue, where population growth is pro-
jected to be lower compared to the baseline, the annual flood risk per
household in 2050 is approximately €700, which is substantially
higher than the Swedish average of €270.

In our model, flood risk does not always have a considerable
impact on population growth in floodplains. In southern Spain, for
example, the flood risk that households face is relatively high, while
population projections do not differ noticeably from the baseline
projection. The main reason for this result is that general population
growth projections for these regions is low, meaning that the potential
change from the baseline projection is lower compared to regions
where population growth projections are high.

Floodplain population growth considering insurance coverage
It is rare for households experiencing flood damage to have to com-
pletely finance the reconstruction themselves. Flood insurance is
available in all EU countries and the UK, which can cover the potential
damages against a premium. Panel C in Fig. 1 shows deviations from
the baseline projection when households have the option to insure
against flood risk.
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An important element of this analysis is the flood insurance pre-
mium. Although insurers set premiums to cover the risk of flooding
over time, often, premiums do not accurately reflect the risk of an
individual. Instead, premiums can cover potential losses over a larger
geographical space. This means that flood risk in high-risk areas may
be partially subsidised by households residing in areas with lower risk.
Therefore, if premiums are not risk-reflective, as they are in countries
such as France, Belgium, and Spain, the benefits of residing in a river
floodplain are more likely to outweigh the costs. This is why positive
deviations from the baseline are generally seen in these countries in
Panel C of Fig. 1. In the remaining countries, there are more regions
where our population projections are lower than the baseline results.
In these countries, flood insurance premiums are, to varying degrees,
risk-reflective, which means that the costs related to flooding for
floodplain residents with insurance coverage approaches the actual
projected flood damage. The main difference is that premiums spread
flood risk over time into an annual cost, while the damage associated
with a flood is likely much larger, although less frequent. Risk-averse
individuals will seek a mean-preserving spread of losses, meaning that
such people likely prefer a lower certain loss over a larger uncertain
loss with the same expected value. This implies that a household facing
the choice to settle on a floodplain or on higher ground will most likely
choose the floodplain when premiums are insensitive to risk, less likely
when premiums are risk-reflective, and least likely without insurance
availability.

The assessment done for Panel C in Fig. 1 assigns each country one
of the insurance premium types described above based on their actual
flood insurance market arrangements, as reviewed in?® and presented
in “Methods”.

Panel C of Fig. 1 shows that population growth in floodplains is
generally higher than in Panel B. As expected, insurance availability
makes the floodplain a more attractive location to settle, causing
higher population growth in floodplains compared to both the base-
line and the scenario without insurance availability. Over all regions
included in the analysis, the mean deviation from the baseline is 2.5,
which means that floodplain population growth may be more than
twice as high as baseline predictions when considering flood insurance
availability, in addition to elements introduced in Panel B. However,
this average value is strongly impacted by certain regions where
population growth through 2050 is projected to be up to 10 times
higher in Panel C. Interestingly, some of these are regions where pro-
jections without insurance availability (Panel B) are lower than the
baseline (e.g., Deux-Sévres in France, Cuenca in Spain, West-Surrey in
the UK), which indicates that insurance can have a considerable impact
on households’ settlement location decisions.

Moreover, it is clear that insurance policy design matters. Our
population growth projections in floodplains are consistently and
substantially higher in France and Belgium, where premiums are rela-
tively inexpensive in high-risk areas. Whereas average risk-based pre-
miums in 2050 in Sweden, Ireland, and the UK are close to €400
annually per household, flat-rate premiums in Spain, France, and Bel-
gium are approximately €13 per household. Without insurance avail-
ability, projections for France show lower floodplain population
growth rates in most regions, while in the scenario with insurance
availability, every region shows a higher outcome compared to the
baseline (with an average of 3.5). Insurance coverage largely offsets the
hazard of flood risk, and when premiums are inexpensive, the attrac-
tion of floodplain settlement more likely outweighs the costs. In
countries where insurance premiums are risk-based, we generally see
that population growth rates are more aligned with the baseline pro-
jection. For example, while projected population growth in the Neth-
erlands is on average higher after introducing risk-based insurance,
approximately 20% of the country’s regions still show a lower outcome
compared to the baseline. The introduction of flood insurance hardly
affects population projections in Austria, Slovenia, and the Czech

Republic, as risk-based premiums there generally discourage settling
in floodplains, similar to the scenario without insurance availability. Of
the countries where premiums are risk-based, in the UK, insurance
seems to drive population growth in floodplains most substantially.
Although the number of UK regions where higher population growth is
expected after introducing insurance availability does not change
considerably (58% compared to 64% of the regions), the mean value
changes from approximately 3 to 4.

A final observation in Fig. 1 is that projections for countries where
premiums are risk-based in Panel C are more aligned with those in
Panel B, compared to France, Belgium, and Spain (where premiums are
insensitive to flood risk). This outcome is sensible considering that
risk-based premiums in Panel C approach actual flood risk, as con-
sidered in Panel B. Empirical evidence that reflects this observation
exists but may be mixed, as the actual implementation of accurate risk-
based premiums has been limited thus far*’. In general, the differences
between Panels B and C are less striking for countries with risk-based
compared to flat insurance premiums, which suggests that flood
insurance premium policies can be considered a tool to reduce flood
exposure and improve societal resilience against growing flood risk.
The following section converts our assessment of flood exposure into
future flood risk.

Assessing future flood risk using new population projections
Exposure is one of three elements that comprise flood risk, in addition
to hazard—that, is the inundation of land due to the over-topping of
dykes or embankments—and vulnerability, the extent to which a flood
of a certain magnitude damages exposed assets. Existing projections
of exposure, obtained using population suitability maps, are insensi-
tive to certain environmental and institutional factors that may attract
or repel population growth. Including these dynamics in flood risk
projections may increase their accuracy and allow for an assessment of
how future flood risk may be impacted by changes in the environment
or policy domain. To demonstrate this, we estimate expected annual
flood damage (EAD) to residential and commercial properties using
the population growth parameters obtained from Fig. 1. With this
approach, we calculate flood risk while simultaneously accounting for
households’ adaptive responses to this flood risk, as they may choose
to fully avoid potential flood damage by settling on higher ground. On
the other hand, we also account for insurance policies that may limit
these adaptive responses by households or even trigger risk-seeking
behaviour**.

Panel A of Fig. 2 presents the percentage change in EAD over the
period 2010-2050 considering the impacts of climate change under
RCP4.5 and exposure growth under SSP2, which is determined using
the baseline approach as presented in Panel A of Fig. 1. Panels B to D of
Fig. 2 each present the extent to which EAD may deviate from the
baseline approach when assuming the population growth dynamics in
relation to environmental (dis)amenities, household-level DRR, and
insurance availability.

A notable observation in Panel A of Fig. 2 is that the increase in
flood risk is higher in Eastern European regions compared to many
regions in the West, despite the decline in exposed populations there
under the baseline projection. In Poland, for example, in 2050, the EAD
is expected to have doubled since 2010 to approximately €900 mil-
lion, even though populations exposed to floods are expected to
decline by 13%. This means that increasing flood hazard must be a
strong driver of increasing flood risk in Poland and other Eastern
European countries. Another reason for the higher projected growth in
EAD in Eastern Europe is that modelled flood protection standards are
generally lower there than in Western Europe, which means that floods
are expected to occur at a higher frequency in the East. In Romania, for
example, overall flood protection infrastructure is designed to with-
stand a 1/50 year flood, while in France, it is designed to withstand a 1/
100 year flood, and in the Netherlands, a 1/1000 year flood*. Finally,
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Fig. 2 | Change in riverine flood risk from 2010 to 2050. a The projected growth
of EAD from 2010 to 2050 in percentages, under the baseline population model.
Blue shades indicate a decline in EAD, while red to yellow shades indicate an
increase. b The factor change with respect to Panel (a) when applying our popu-
lation growth model that respects environmental (dis)amenities of floodplains and
household-level adaptation. ¢, d The factor change with respect to Panel (a) when
also considering the availability of flood insurance, where Panel (c) considers

status-quo insurance arrangements, while Panel (d) displays a change to risk-based
insurance premiums in countries that currently have flat-rate premiums. Blue
shades in Panels (b-d) indicate lower EAD compared to Panel (a), while red to
yellow shades indicate a higher projection. For regions depicted in grey, our
method is not applicable due to declining populations across these regions (see
Section “Population growth model”). Panel (d) also displays countries with risk-
based premiums in grey.

economic growth is a likely driver of increasing EAD in Eastern Europe.
This is because economic growth (expressed as GDP) considerably
influences the value of exposed assets within the flood model applied
in this study”. Although GDP is generally lower in Eastern compared to
Western European countries, GDP growth rates over the period
2010-2050 are higher there®.

Panels B and C of Fig. 2 present the deviation from the baseline
projection in Panel A, corresponding to the new exposed population
projections presented in Panels B and C of Fig. 1, respectively. As
expected, deviations from the baseline flood risk projection are closely
aligned with the underlying projections in exposed populations. That
is, we see more or less the same patterns in Panels B and C of Fig. 2 and
Panels B and C of Fig. 1. However, the extent of the deviations from the
baseline in Fig. 2 is substantially higher (up to 30 times higher) in some
regions compared to the deviations in exposed population projections
(up to 10 times higher). This is because increasing flood hazard and
exposure may reinforce each other and lead to larger increases in flood

risk than each of these elements alone. Considering the results pre-
sented in Panel B of Fig. 2, flood risk projections are lower than the
baseline in 80% of all regions considered. However, on average over all
regions, flood risk is projected to increase slightly in this scenario,
which is largely driven by several regions where exposed populations
are projected to increase considerably. The availability of insurance in
Panel C, on the other hand, causes higher increases in EAD compared
to the baseline in many regions. The most important changes in Panel
C compared to Panel B can be seen in France, Belgium, and Spain,
which is largely driven by higher population growth in floodplains
under a flat insurance premium structure. On average, considering
insurance availability, the growth in flood risk through 2050 in each of
these countries is €3.9 billion, €440 million, and €13 billion,
respectively.

Changing to risk-based premiums may be a strategy for these
countries to discourage households from moving into flood-prone
areas and thus limit future flood risk. In Panel D of Fig. 2, we show
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results in the regular format, while we assume that current insurance
systems in France, Belgium, and Spain change to become risk-based. In
general, more contrasts can be seen between regions compared to
Panel C, which is because local flood risk becomes a determining factor
of floodplain population growth. In total, for France, Belgium, and
Spain, the rise in flood risk with the availability of risk-based insurance
declines by more than 50% compared to flat insurance premiums.
Therefore, insurance policy design can be considered an effective tool
to reduce flood risk. Although certain physical protection measures
are found to be more effective at reducing flood risk, they are also
highly costly. For example*®, find that improving conventional flood
protection standards may reduce riverine flood risk in Europe by 70%
in 2100, which will cost approximately €3.1 billion annually until then.
Flood adaptation through detention areas along river systems may
reduce flood risk up to 83% and cost approximately €2.6 billion per
year. Concerning coastal flood risk*’, find that raising dykes reduces
risk in Europe by approximately 97%, which will likely cost at least €2.5
billion per year until 2100. Several other adaptation measures,
including the flood-proofing of buildings, relocation through a mana-
ged retreat strategy*®, and nature-based solutions*®, are found to be
less effective than adaptation of insurance mechanisms. The exact
costs of changing to a risk-based insurance system are difficult to
quantify but are likely lower than the investment costs associated with
the above measures. In addition to administrative costs to implement
risk-based premiums, governments may need to reserve funds to assist
households whose insurance coverage becomes unaffordable®.

Discussion

Discussion of methods

Our simulations show that future flood exposure growth (by settlement
in floodplains) is considerably influenced by developments in local
flood risk, as well as the availability and price of insurance coverage.
Flood risk discourages settling in a floodplain, which is aligned with",
who find that households are sensitive to local flood risk when deciding
where to settle. Insurance availability substantially increases the appeal
of inhabiting flood-prone areas, particularly with higher degrees of the
cross-subsidisation of flood risk. Changing flood exposure, as simu-
lated in this study, also affects flood risk. Population growth, however,
is just one of several drivers of future flood risk’, and for this reason, it is
important to put our results into perspective with other drivers; per-
haps the most important of these is flood hazard. In the supplementary
information it is shown that a more severe climate change scenario
(RCP8.5) in combination with higher overall population growth in the
EU (SSP5) causes a higher growth of EAD in many regions compared to
the baseline scenario, although patterns of regional differences stay
roughly the same. However, the average rise in EAD due to more severe
climate change through 2050 (a 250% increase) is less than the rise in
EAD due to exposure growth caused by insurance coverage (a 360%
increase). This result emphasizes the importance of adaptation policy,
besides policies to mitigate global warming,.

Based on these findings, we can conclude that traditional climate
risk assessment methods that assume exogenous exposure and vul-
nerability developments may inaccurately project changes in future
flood risk. One reason is that households’ decisions to settle in flood-
plains endogenously depend on flood risk, insurance coverage of this
risk, and the possibility for households to apply DRR.

Our study developed a methodological framework for assessing
future floodplain settlement decisions within a flood risk assessment
and insurance model. Future research can use this framework as a basis
and extend the analysis with climate migration decisions that include
the relocations of households currently living in floodplains.

Discussion of policy implications
Flood risk management, including the design of flood insurance policy,
should already account for changing risks due to climate change, as

well as those caused by changing exposure and vulnerability*’. Pol-
icymakers must face sensitive trade-offs between maintaining an
affordable flood compensation system and limiting the growth of
societal losses by encouraging risk-reducing behaviour. Political
myopia regarding such choices may forestall household-level adapta-
tion, even in response to recurring floods in an area®. Particularly
concerning economic development in floodplains, households as well
as businesses make long-term decisions regarding whether to settle
there or in areas less prone to flood risk. Policy choices that influence
these decisions are therefore needed well in advance of climate change
impacts.

As shown in this assessment, risk-based insurance is an effective
tool to signal risk to policyholders and stimulate adaptation, including
the discouragement of settling in floodplains. For this policy to work
most effectively—that is, to target areas most significantly at risk of
flooding—insurers and the government bodies responsible for
premium-setting (e.g., in France or Belgium) require detailed flood risk
maps. In practice, the lack of this data obstructs risk-based insurance
pricing, as do other obstacles, such as the bundling of different types
of risk or government-maintained caps on insurance premiums®. In
many countries, the expectation of ad hoc government compensation
—wherein (uninsured) households affected by a flood are compen-
sated using public funds—reduces the incentive to buy flood insurance
or adapt to flood hazard®**>%, Although it is imperative for modern
welfare states, such as EU countries, to preserve the affordability of
insurance and provide assistance to households with destroyed
properties, there are methods to achieve this that sustain incentives to
adapt. For example, means-tested vouchers for low-income house-
holds could preserve affordability and may be combined with sub-
sidies for installing risk-reduction measures**.

An effective flood risk management strategy is not limited to
optimising flood insurance policies; it could also include preventing
floods by improving flood protection infrastructure, limiting exposure
through more stringent land-use planning that for instance prohibits
new construction in high risk areas, and reducing vulnerability by
enforcing flood-resistant building standards. An effective adaptation
strategy may require a combination of multiple elements. For example,
although the physical flood protection infrastructure may effectively
reduce flood risk, the higher safety standards in the protected area
may trigger economic development™*, increasing the impact of a
flood when dykes are breached. Therefore, hard measures, such as
improving flood protection infrastructure, may be complemented by
soft measures that trigger adaptive behaviour among households at
risk of flooding.

Existing studies have assessed the impact of risk-based insurance
pricing on household-level adaptation measures****’. In this study, we
add insights regarding the impact of risk-based premiums on exposure
growth and the resulting trends in flood risk.

Methods
Population development in floodplains is simulated within the existing
“Dynamic Integrated Flood Insurance” (DIFI) framework'****%, This
framework consists of three models that estimate flood risk, insurance
premiums, and household preferences regarding several flood risk,
insurance, and adaptation decisions. This study is concerned with
household decision-making regarding settlement in- or outside flood-
prone areas, where the primary innovation is introduced in the
household decision model. Therefore, in this section we focus pri-
marily on describing the procedure of the household decision model,
while the description of the preceding models is briefly summarized.
For a comprehensive explanation of all components of the DIFI-model
we refer to”. The applied methods and flow of modelling components
are depicted in Fig. 3.

The principal component of this study, the household decision
model, applies several types of input data, and serves to replace a local
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Fig. 3 | Flowchart of model components. References are made to sections where components are described in detail.

scale settlement suitability map as applied in*>*. Its purpose is to apply
generic population projections and simulate where populations grow
on a local or regional level. Section “Population growth model”
describes how "Shared Socio-economic Pathways’ (SSPs) are applied as
input for the household decision model, which comprises the choice
to settle in- or outside a floodplain. In the current modelling frame-
work, the settlement location decision that households face is based
on three exogenous variables: flood risk, insurance premiums, and
environmental amenities associated with river proximity.

The flood risk a household faces at a potential settlement location
is based on flood hazard, which may be impacted by climate change,
but also vulnerability to flooding, which may be reduced by installing
DRR measures. How this is determined is explained in Section “Flood
risk model”.

A household may be more inclined to settle in a floodplain if the
potential flood damage is compensated by insurance. The annual
premium of this insurance coverage becomes an important input
variable for this decision. Section “Insurance premiums” describes how
insurance premiums and coverage is determined for two stylized
insurance systems, which are based on flood insurance arrangements
observed in EU-countries.

Rivers provide a quality that attracts populations to settle in
floodplains. Such qualities include aesthetic, recreational, or broader
economic values that have historically led population hubs to develop
in close proximity to rivers. These river amenities are monetized for
the decision framework using literature that applies hedonic pricing
valuation techniques, as is described in detail in Section “Location
amenities”.

The choice module simulates how much of the regional popula-
tion growth occurs in floodplains and how much on higher ground.
With more detailed insight into population growth within floodplains,
and therefore flood exposure, we can estimate regional flood risk.
Section “Model output” describes the procedure of this final step.

Population growth model

To assess whether population growth is likely to occur in- or outside
regional floodplains, we apply exogenous population growth forecasts
following the “Shared Socio-economic Pathways" (SSPs), which are
extensively used in research regarding future climate risks®. In this
study, three SSP-scenarios are used that encompass a range of future
developments. SSP1 corresponds to high but sustainable economic
growth, which leads globally to the highest decline in population
towards 2100 out of all SSPs*®. SSP5 represents high but unsustainable
global economic growth, which leads to a slightly larger global popu-
lation. SSP2 depicts a continuation of historical trends in terms of
social, economic, and technological development. Global population
growth, in this scenario, is highest of the three that are considered.

Global population trends may, however, differ from projected devel-
opments in Europe. In Fig. 4 population growth is shown on NUTS3-
level, from 2010 to 2050, for the considered scenarios. A prominent
observation across all three scenarios is that populations in Eastern
European regions generally decline, while those in Western European
regions are expected to increase. Population decline in Eastern Europe
is most notable under SSPs 1 and 2, while population growth in Wes-
tern Europe is most prominent under SSP5. In several countries, such
as Germany, Poland and Italy, populations are expected to decline
under SSPs 1 and 2, while they increase under SSP5.

Population trends shown in Fig. 4 are acquired from the 2UP-
model*’, which applies a suitability mapping approach to simulate
where population growth is likely to occur. This approach, in other
words, provides a tool to interpret more generic scenarios (e.g., the
SSPs) on a regional or local scale. Although the 2UP-model works on a
more detailed scale than the NUTS3-level shown here, the purpose of
the current study is to improve upon this local analysis with innova-
tions regarding the settlement location decision, making a particular
distinction between flood-prone areas and areas safe from flooding.
Therefore, population trends, as shown in Fig. 4, will feed into the
household decision framework, where it is assessed whether popula-
tion growth is likely to occur in floodplains or on higher ground. The
household decision framework of this study only applies to population
growth, which means that regions with declining populations are
omitted in this analysis. It is, of course, possible that within regions
populations may move from floodplains to higher ground or vice
versa. However, such relocation models are likely to become highly
complex, and may exceed the needs for flood risk assessments, which
instead require tools to translate global population scenarios to local-
scale population growth. Nevertheless, we do recognize the impor-
tance of considering relocation to- and from floodplains within
regions, and we recommend future research to extend our model
framework to include these dynamics.

The growth of population per region is simulated to choose to
either settle in- or outside a floodplain. This choice is simulated for
each new household in a region, which means that the regional
population growth has to be corrected for the size of households,
data for which has been obtained through Eurostat. The analysis on
household-level is sensible, as flood risk assessments generally
consider damage to houses and other buildings, and flood insur-
ance also applies to buildings, not individuals. The procedure
described in the following is, then, applied to each household new
to a region. Each household that causes the population in the
NUTS3-region to grow, therefore, is represented by a single itera-
tion of the model.

Each simulated household receives a choice between a settlement
location within a floodplain, and one outside the floodplain, on higher
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Fig. 4 | Projected percentage population change from 2010 to 2050. Under scenarios: SSP1 (a), SSP2 (b), and SSP5 (c). Blue colours represent various degrees of

declining populations. Green colours represent increasing populations.

ground. The decision, then, depends on several exogenous variables,
as was shown in Fig. 3. Here, we will describe in detail how each variable
impacts the simulated choice for households. How the exogenous
variables are derived is explained in the following sections.

The settlement location choice is summarized formally in the
following equation:

move to floodplain;;, if SEU(floodplain);;; . > SEU(high ground);;,
@

where household j, in region i, at time ¢, simulated as a single
iteration of the model, chooses to move to the region’s floodplain
when the subjective expected utility (SEU) of settling in the flood-
plain is higher than the SEU of settling on the high ground. Time (¢)
is of importance because several factors that determine the settle-
ment decision change gradually over time, most notably flood risk
and the consequent insurance premium. To capture the increasing
pressure of climate change, the simulation is executed in time-steps
of 5 years, where for every time-step variables such as flood risk and
insurance premiums are adjusted (as described in Sections “Flood
risk model” and “Insurance premiums”). Because flood risk data is
only available for the years 2010, 2030, 2050, and 2080, the flood
risk value of the nearest year is selected for every time-step.
Insurance premiums, on the other hand, can be interpolated
between these years to obtain premiums for each time-step
separately. The simulation to capture exposure growth from 2010
to 2050 contains 8 time-steps (and from 2010 to 2080 contains 14
time-steps). The population growth over which our downscaling
simulation is applied for every time-step is determined by dividing
the total population growth over the period 2010 to 2050 (or 2010
to 2080) by 8 (or 14).

The SEU associated with floodplain settlement is subject to sub-
script s, which represents the household’s planned strategy when
settling in the floodplain. Households may find settling in a floodplain
unattractive compared to the high ground when potential flood
damage is not compensated. However, obtaining insurance coverage
or applying a DRR measure may change this outcome. The floodplain
SEU-function, therefore, differs for each strategy s, which is either; no
action, obtain insurance coverage, or apply a DRR measure. The
household will choose the floodplain settlement location if the SEU
associated with any one of these strategies is higher than the SEU of
settling on the high ground.

Equations (2) and (3) present the expected utility functions for
settling in the floodplain and on the high ground respectively.

SEU(ﬂOOdeain)sl,j,i,t =Aiji U( Wj,i,t - Vj/-j,i,t +Aj,i,t)
(A= BPIUW; i+ Ay )
SEU(ﬂoodeain)szJ-,,-lt :ﬁjp,-U( Wiie— T —avilii +A;;0)
+(A=Bp)UW, i — 1 + AJiE)
SEU(floodplain)g ;; , = Bip,UW;; — C — A= 6L +A;ir)
+A=Bp)UW;ir — CHA; )

Equation (2) presents the SEU of floodplain settlement for the
three strategies separately, which are from top to bottom: no action
(s1), obtain insurance coverage (s2), and apply a DRR measure (s3). The
structure of each SEU-function is similar, with only additional costs and
reduced flood losses in s2 and s3.

Fundamentally, the floodplain SEU-function considers two states
of wealth; one where a flood occurs with probability p;, and one where
no flood occurs (1- p;). In the state where a flood occurs, the house-
hold’s wealth endowment W, ., increased by an amenity value gener-
ated by river proximity A;;, is subtracted by flood losses L;; .. In the
state where no flood occurs, the household maintains it’s initial wealth
in addition to the amenity value. Both states of wealth are transformed
using a logarithmic utility function U, which exhibits constant relative
risk aversion, and is commonly used to model human decision-making
under risk*’. The flood probability p; is determined on a regional level,
based on flood protection standards acquired from the FLOPROS
database®. Based on this data, regional flood protection infrastructure
that protects against a 1/100-year flood, for example, converts into a p;
of 0.01 in our SEU framework. The wealth endowment W, is the total
financial means a household has access to, which is assumed a fixed
proportion of income as proposed by Eurostat®®, data for which is
obtained from Eurostat on NUTS3-level. Future values of W, . develop
in accordance with GDP projections, following the SSP scenario®.
Expected flood damage L;;, is the outcome of applying the flood
probability (p;) to the probability-impact curve (see Section “Flood risk
model”). Amenities A;;, associated with settling in the proximity of a
river is approximated using values obtained from literature that apply
hedonic pricing methods, which generally concludes that amenities
provided by a river decline with increasing distance from the river. The
exact approach used for this is described in Section “Location
amenities”.

The flood probability p; and associated flood damage L;;, are
adjusted to represent perceived risk, which is done in order to

()
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circumvent the strong rationality assumptions that underlie expected
utility theory. Particularly concerning low-probability-high-impact
risks such as flooding it is found that decision-making by individuals
does not follow rationality assumptions laid out in traditional eco-
nomic theory. For example, even though risk-averse individuals should
desire an insurance mechanism against disasters that can financially
ruin them, individuals generally disregard low-probability flood risk
and choose not to insure® . Both the flood probability misperception
parameter f; and the flood impact misperception parameter y; are
based on empirical findings in®?, which observe that flood probabilities
are found to be generally overestimated, whereas impacts are more
likely to be undervalued. More specifically, §;is drawn randomly from a
normal distribution with u=5 and 6=0.5, whereas y; is drawn ran-
domly from a normal distribution with y=0.8 and 6=0.2.

When considering the floodplain settlement location, households
have the option to increase their expected utility by insuring against
flood damage, or by reducing flood risk through DRR-applications that
flood-proof their building. Strategies s2 and s3 in Equation (2) repre-
sent how these SEUs are derived respectively. Regarding the option to
insure, wealth W;;, is subtracted by the insurance premium m;,
regardless of whether a flood occurs or not. The insurance premium a
household faces is dependent on the national flood insurance system,
which means it can be either reflective of local flood risk conditions, or
based on national average flood risk (see Section “Insurance pre-
miums” for details about the simulation of insurance premiums and
the allocation of European countries to stylized insurance systems).
Insuring flood risk means that perceived flood losses (yi;;,) are
reduced by the level of insurance coverage, meaning that insured
households only pay a deductible in the case of a damaging flood. The
deductible a equals 15% of flood damage, which is based on a review of
European flood insurance systems®*. A final note on the expected uti-
lity with insurance is that in some countries insurance coverage is
mandatory for all homeowners (i.e., France, Belgium, and Spain),
which, for our simulation with insurance availability, implies that
households in these countries can only consider SEUj,.

The option to settle in a floodplain and reduce potential flood
damage by applying a DRR-measure requires an investment cost C,
which applies regardless of a flood occurrence. The DRR-measure
reduces perceived flood losses yiL;; . by an effectiveness-parameter 6.
This study considers two types of DRR-measures—dry- and wet flood-
proofing—which vary in terms of costs and effectiveness at reducing
flood damage, estimates for which are obtained from®. Dry flood-
proofing implies barriers that prevent flood water from entering a
property, which is estimated to cost (C) €471 and reduce flood risk ()
by 13%. Dry flood-proofing measures are effective at preventing
damage up to a certain level of inundation, after which they are
overtopped and unable to prevent damage at all. On the other hand,
wet flood-proofing consists of measures to reduce flood damage when
water enters a property, such as applying water-resistant floors and
building materials, and fitting electrical appliances on higher floors. By
allowing water to enter a building, it is less likely to collapse due to
hydrostatic pressure from rising water levels outside. The costs (C) of
wet flood-proofing are estimated at €2389 and it is considered to
reduce flood damage (6) by 25%.

Finally, the amenities of river proximity, reflected through hous-
ing prices, do not express a yearly value, but rather the benefits of a
location over the time a household expects to reside in a property.
Therefore, within the SEU-framework it is incorrect to compare a long-
term benefit with annual flood or insurance costs. For this reason, the
insurance premium (17; ) in Equation (2) is an aggregation of the yearly
premium over the expected time of residence, which is assumed to be
15 years (based on the average length of residence in a single home in
the UK). Although, theoretically, future premium payments need to be
discounted when expressed in current terms, including a discounting
procedure does not change the outcome notably considering the small

confined period of 15 years, as was tested using the model. Hence, we
chose not to apply discounting to prevent making the model unne-
cessarily complex. Moreover, the short individual planning horizon of
15 years already captures time preferences to a certain degree. A
residence time of 15 years also means that a flood is more likely to
occur compared to a single year. For this reason, the perceived annual
flood probability Sp; is multiplied by 15 in Equation (2).

Outside the floodplain, on higher ground, there is no riverine
flood risk, meaning the SEU associated with settling there only con-
siders wealth and amenities, depending on the distance from the river.
In countries where flood insurance maintains risk-based premiums,
households that settle on higher ground do not have to pay an insur-
ance premium, as there is no flood risk. However, in countries where
insurance pricing is insensitive to the risk of individual households,
and, therefore, flood risk is cross-subsidized between households in
high- and low-risk areas, households located on higher ground will
have to pay a premium. The SEU of settling on higher ground can
therefore, depending on the national insurance arrangement, be given
by the following:

SEU(high ground);;, =UWW,;;, — m;,+A;;,) 3)

Flood risk model

The flood risk model produces two important outputs on NUTS3-level,
that are used for further analyses. Firstly, it generates a flood
probability-impact curve, which is applied in the expected utility fra-
mework to determine flood losses associated with a certain prob-
ability. Secondly, it estimates Expected Annual flood Damage (EAD),
which is used to determine flood insurance premiums.

To estimate fluvial flood impacts and construct the flood
probability-impact curve, we employ the GLOFRIS risk assessment
framework as applied by? and’. This framework integrates three crucial
components: flood hazard, exposure, and vulnerability. Flood hazard
is evaluated using inundation maps, which outline the extent of
flooding at a spatial resolution of 30" x 30". Simulations are conducted
for various return periods (2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, 250-, 500-, and
1000-years), representing different flood probabilities across four
time points: 2010, 2030, 2050, and 2080. Future flood hazard is
simulated using a meteorological model, which requires an assump-
tion regarding the level of greenhouse gas accumulation in the atmo-
sphere. The Global Circulation Model HadGEM®® serves as the
meteorological model for our simulation and applies levels of green-
house gas accumulation according to several Representative Con-
centration Pathways (RCP). The baseline analysis (presented in the
main text) applies RCP4.5, which represents a future where the 2 *C
limit set by the Paris Climate Agreement is met®*, As a sensitivity
analysis, also RCPS8.5, a more pessimistic scenario®, is applied and
presented in the Supplementary Information.

In order to assess the potential physical damage caused by inun-
dation to the built environment, it is essential to consider exposure to
flooding. In this study, we define floodplains as regions that could be
affected by a 100-year flood, corresponding to a 1% annual flood
probability. To estimate flood damages within these areas, it is crucial
to identify and evaluate the built environment present there. Because
this study concerns exposure developments due to population
growth, we limit the assessment of flood risk to residential exposure,
which is assumed to make up 75% of the total built environment®. To
acquire this data, we utilize the 2UP-model?’, which incorporates socio-
economic forecasts based on the Shared Socio-economic Pathways
(SSPs). The baseline scenario, presented in the main text, adopts SSP2,
representing a continuation of current socio-economic trends®>°.
Additionally, a sensitivity analysis is conducted using two alternative
scenarios: SSP1, which reflects rapid sustainable socio-economic
growth’, and SSP5, which represents rapid unsustainable socio-
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Fig. 5| Allocation of countries to stylized insurance arrangements. “Risk-based"
indicates that insurance premiums reflect the risk of individual policyholders to an
extent. “Flat-rate” means that premiums are insensitive to the risk of individual
policyholders.

economic growth’. These scenarios allow for a comprehensive exam-
ination of the potential flood damages in different socio-economic
contexts.

Vulnerability is considered by utilizing depth-damage curves that
establish the relationship between flood depth and anticipated
damage®®, The flood probability-impact curve is constructed by com-
bining flood hazard, exposure, and vulnerability.

By applying the method explained above, a flood probability-
impact curve can be constructed. EAD can be estimated based on the
surface of this curve, while also considering that certain water-levels
do not cause inundation due to flood protection infrastructure. These
flood protection standards, also defined in terms of return-period, are
obtained from the FLOPROS database®. EAD, then, is determined by
the residual risk, which is the section of the probability-impact curve
that exceeds the local protection standard. We refer to*® for a more
detailed explanation of this process.

Insurance premiums

Flood risk and population data is used to determine flood insurance
premiums in the DIFI-model. We discern two types of flood insurance
for this study; one where premiums reflect the flood risk faced by
individual households, and one where premiums reflect the flood risk
aggregated to country-level. These types of insurance reflect distinct
policy choices, where risk-based premiums can be associated with
economic efficiency, and flat-rate premiums reflect a solidarity prin-
ciple. Although, in practice, there are variations regarding the extent
that either policy is implemented, the main objective of our insurance
analysis is to assess the impact of a key difference in insurance policies
on settlement choices and flood risk. A requirement for the calculation
of accurate risk-based insurance premiums is detailed flood risk maps,
which often proves to limit the implementation of risk-based
premiums***’, In our assessment, the flood insurance system is admi-
nistered on country-level, and countries are allocated to either one of

these stylized systems based on a review of European insurance
arrangements (see the appendix in® for this review). The allocation of
European countries to the stylized insurance arrangements is pre-
sented in Fig. 5.

The process of calculating premiums for the two insurance sys-
tems can be described intuitively. The flat-rate premium, characterized
by full cross-subsidization of risk between high- and low-risk house-
holds, is determined by dividing the aggregated riverine flood risk
(EAD) in a country by the total number of households residing in the
country. Premium-setting in this insurance system, as applied in
France, Spain, and Belgium, is organized centrally by governments.
Insurance coverage can still be provided by private insurers, as in
Belgium and France, but is sometimes provided by governments
themselves, such as in Spain.

Risk-based premiums are estimated for NUTS3-regions by
spreading EAD amongst the number of households located in 100-year
floodplains. Households located outside the floodplain pay no pre-
mium, while those located within a floodplain pay a premium that
reflects the average risk within the floodplain. Therefore, in our cal-
culation of risk-based premiums, there remains a degree of cross-
subsidization between those most severely at risk, and those that face
somewhat lower flood risk. This estimation process is more repre-
sentative of how risk-based premiums are currently determined, which
is done on fairly coarse levels®..

A detailed formal description of how the risk-based and flat-rate
flood insurance premiums are calculated is given in®’.

Location amenities

Amenities associated with river proximity decline over space, evidence
for which will be presented in this section. Therefore, as the floodplain
directly encloses the river, amenity values outside the floodplain will
always be lower than inside. In order to assess the amenity values in our
simulation, we randomly select two potential locations for a household
to settle, one inside the floodplain, and one outside the floodplain,
which we will refer to as the high ground. The benefits of each location
are estimated using a function of amenities where values decline over
distance.

The distance of a potential settlement location from the river is
approximated using flood inundation maps derived from the GLOFRIS
model, which is able to compute the surface area of riverine flood-
plains for each NUTS3-region. Floodplains, here, are estimated by
simulating the excess surface water resulting from riverine flooding,
which is assessed using a hydrological model”. As the reader may
imagine, selecting the two potential settlement locations and deter-
mining their respective distance from a river is a complex task on a
map where floodplains take all kinds of shapes. To simplify this pro-
cedure, the surface area of a NUTS3-region is transformed from a
2-dimensional map to a 1-dimensional line, where the floodplain makes
up the segment closest to the river and the remainder consists of high
ground. To realize this, a conversion is carried out to obtain the rela-
tive size of the floodplain to the total area of the NUTS3-region, the
result of which is shown in Fig. 6. The two potential settlement loca-
tions, then, are selected in terms of the relative size of the floodplain.
For example, in regions located in the Rhine and Po river deltas,
approximately 80% of which are made up of floodplains, the potential
floodplain settlement location is randomly selected within this area,
whereas the potential high ground settlement location is randomly
selected in the remaining 20% of the region’s area that is furthest away
from the river. In many other NUTS3-regions, floodplains make up less
than 5% of the total area, which means the potential floodplain set-
tlement location is randomly selected within this small area sur-
rounding the river, whereas the high ground location can be anywhere
in the remaining 95% of the region.

After selecting the two potential settlement locations, the next
step is to estimate the value of river amenities for both. To do this, we
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Fig. 6 | The size of riverine floodplains as a percentage of the total NUTS3-area.
Dark green colours indicate that a region predominantly consists of floodplains.
Regions shown in light green colours have only a small share of their territories
consisting of floodplains, or have no floodplains at all.

apply insights from hedonic pricing literature, which is a valuation
technique where property market prices are used to determine the
value of a variety of location (dis)amenities associated with nearby
environmental characteristics and residential facilities. For our analysis
we are interested in the hedonic pricing values of river landscapes,
which may include aesthetic values, but also opportunities for
recreation’’. The Hedonic Pricing Method (HPM) assumes that envir-
onmental characteristics, both positive and negative, through forces
of supply and demand affect house prices. To unravel the value of such
characteristics, a HPM-study seeks to compare the price of a house in
the vicinity of certain (dis-)amenities with a comparable house further
away from these (dis-)amenities.

Studies on the value of river amenities may be subject to local
characteristics of a specific ecosystem, such as the water-quality*' or
the state of the river’'s embankment (e.g. whether natural or endyked).
For example, the results of a HPM-study of a particularly pristine sec-
tion of ariver in a high-income region may not be generalized to other
sections of the river, let alone to other rivers. Also the size of the river,
or the type of water flow, impacts the value of amenities obtained
through HPM.”, for example, find that there are significant differences
in the valuation of streams, rivers and bayous in the US Gulf coast.
While the proximity of rivers and streams have a positive impact on
amenity values, the opposite is found for bayous (a type of estuary).
Therefore, using HPM studies to obtain a value for river proximity on
the coarse multinational scale necessary for this study, we need to
choose a functional form of the impact of river proximity on house
prices that may be generalized across the continent.

HPM is used in existing literature to value a broad range of
environmental amenities. For example*’, apply over a million house
transactions across the UK to value amenities provided by various
landscapes, such as domestic gardens, green spaces and water. They
are able to conclude for each of these that a percentage point increase
of their presence in a region causes a significant rise in house prices
within that region. Moreover, they find that a 1km increase in distance
from a river causes house values to decline by 0.93%." collected
findings from 46 articles applying HPM, resulting in 84 effects mea-
sured, and summarize the results for multiple categories of

landscapes, such as forests, wetlands and agriculture. Roughly half of
all observations show positive and statistically significant effects of
natural amenities on house prices”. Provide an overview of HPM-
literature that focus on amenities provided specifically by waterways,
such as rivers, streams and canals. Results that are summarized in this
study vary substantially depending on the type of waterway, but also
whether the waterway is in an urban or rural area. The strongest
amenity values of rivers are found in urban areas, and the impact of
river proximity is particularly high in studies that consider houses with
ariver view. For example”, find that bordering the Farmington River in
Connecticut US accounts for 42% of the land value, or $168/ft, which
diminishes to $3.76/ft for plots 1 mile away from the river. Similarly™,
find that for houses located 1km away from the Murray-Darling river in
South-Australia, decreasing the distance by 0.5km increases the house
price by AU$245.000. It should be noted that both of these are
examples of HPM-studies in specific wealthy areas, close to urban
centres. A larger spatial scale in HPM-studies generally reduces the
impacts of amenities on property values compared to the examples
cited above. For example”, analyze almost 25.000 property transac-
tions in Mineapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota, and find that sales prices
increase on average 0.027% for every 1% decrease in the distance from
the nearest river. For houses located within 10% of the maximum dis-
tance from a river, approximately 2km, this marginal effect is almost
0.1%, while there seizes to be a discernible effect after 50% distance
from a river (approx. 10km).

The final amenity value of river proximity used in the model (4;;,)
can be expressed by the following piecewise linear function:

4000 — 150x; <10
.| 2500 - 1000, —10)  10<x;<25
A =ODPiO7) 1000 — 400 —25)  25<x;<50 P
0 x;>50

where x; represents the distance of a household’s potential settlement
location from the river. It can be seen that the marginal decrease in
amenity value declines with distance from the river, which is aligned
with empirical findings’*”>. Because average house values differ con-
siderably between European countries, we correct amenity values to
the deviation of average national housing prices from the European
average, which is represented by 6;, and data for which is obtained
from Eurostat’®. Finally, since the value of amenities is determined
based on property prices, this should also change accordingly with
expected developments in property prices. For this purpose, the
amenity value is adjusted to projected changes in future regional GDP,
which is standardized to 1 for the baseline year (2010) and expressed
relative to 2010 for for each time-step until 2080. Data for this GDP
ratio is obtained from IIASA’s SSP database’, and conforms to the SSP-
scenario’s used for this study.

The final amenity value of river proximity approaches values
found by”. An important reason for this choice is that our simulation is
applied on a large geographical scale, which comprises a diverse range
of landscapes, wealth, and cultures. While for some specifically wealthy
locations, or rivers of particularly pristine beauty, the resulting hedo-
nic value may be an underestimation, our choice is appropriate con-
cerning the spatial scale of this analysis. For more detailed local-scale
analyses it will be useful to apply hedonic pricing values that are
representative of the specific location.

We conducted an analysis to test the sensitivity of the simulation
to the value of river proximity, which is presented in the Supplemen-
tary Information.

Model output

This study produces two types of results: flood exposure projections,
and estimations of future flood risk (see Fig. 3). Firstly, we are inter-
ested in how much the population changes in floodplains. If it is

Nature Communications | (2023)14:7483



Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-43229-8

attractive to reside in floodplains, for instance due to positive ame-
nities and low flood risk or cheap insurance coverage, then population
growth within floodplains may be higher compared to projections that
do not consider these drivers. Population growth in floodplains
directly increases flood exposure, as this requires new residences to
be built.

After simulating population growth under various insurance sce-
narios and adaptation options, it is possible to project how flood risk
changes respectively under these scenarios of flood exposure devel-
opment. To do so, we return to the flood risk model and adjust the
flood damage estimates per return period, which are used to simulate
EAD, based on the modified population exposed per NUTS3-region. A
straightforward calculation is made where the flood damage estimates
for 2050 (or 2080) are adjusted proportionally to the floodplain
population projections. For example, if population growth in our
projection is expected to double in a region compared to the baseline
projection, the damage estimates for each of the 9 considered return
periods is also doubled in that region. After this, the procedure
described in Section “Flood risk model” is followed to obtain EAD
under the different insurance and adaptation scenarios.

Reporting summary
Further information on research design is available in the Nature
Portfolio Reporting Summary linked to this article.

Data availability

Flood damage estimates and the floodplain surface area per NUTS3-
region are obtained from the GLOFRIS cascade model*°. Data on flood
protection standards are acquired from the FLOPROS database®.
Socio-economic data is obtained from IIASA’s SSP-database™®. Baseline
population growth projections apply data from the 2UP-model®.
Income data is obtained from Eurostat and transformed to a log-
normal distribution in'’. Amenity values are rescaled to country-level
housing prices obtained from Eurostat’®. The data used to execute the
model developed in this study is available in Zenodo repositories. Data
related to flood risk, obtained from the GLOFRIS model, is accessible
with the link: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10033587. The remaining
data used to execute the model is published together with the simu-
lation code, and is accessible using the link: https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.8187319. Raw data underlying the figures of this study is
available on Figshare using the following link: https://doi.org/10.6084/
m9.figshare.23798667. Figures presented in this paper are constructed
in the Python programming language, using the packages Cartopy
(https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8216315) for background map fea-
tures, and Matplotlib (https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10059757) for
visualizing data.

Code availability
The code of the main innovation of this study is published on Zenodo,
and may be accessed with the following link: https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.8187319. Code of earlier versions of the insurance model is
available upon request.

References

1. Aerts, J. C. J. H. et al. Integrating human behaviour dynamics into
flood disaster risk assessment. Nat. Clim. Change 8, 193-199 (2018).

2. Ward, P. J. et al. A global framework for future costs and benefits of
river-flood protection in urban areas. Nat. Clim. Change 7,
642-646 (2017).

3. Vousdoukas, M. I. et al. Climatic and socioeconomic controls of
future coastal flood risk in Europe. Nat. Clim. Change 8,
776-780 (2018).

4. Portner, H. O. in IPCC, 2022: Summary for Policymakers (Cambridge
University Press).

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Winsemius, H. C. et al. Global drivers of future river flood risk. Nat.
Clim. Change 6, 381-385 (2016).

Tiggeloven, T. et al. Global-scale benefit-cost analysis of coastal
flood adaptation to different flood risk drivers using structural
measures. Natl. Hazards Earth Syst. Sci. 20, 1025-1044 (2020).
O’'Neill, B. C. et al. A new scenario framework for climate change
research: the concept of shared socioeconomic pathways. Clim.
Change 122, 387-400 (2014).

Jurgilevich, A., Rasédnen, A., Groundstroem, F. & Juhola, S. A sys-
tematic review of dynamics in climate risk and vulnerability
assessments. Environ. Res. Lett. 12, 013002 (2017).

Horton, R. M., de Sherbinin, A., Wrathall, D. & Oppenheimer, M.
Assessing human habitability and migration. Science 372,
1279-1283 (2021).

Hoffmann, R., Dimitrova, A., Muttarak, R., Crespo Cuaresma, J. &
Peisker, J. A meta-analysis of country-level studies on environ-
mental change and migration. Nat. Clim. Change 10,

904-912 (2020).

Smith, A. et al. New estimates of flood exposure in developing
countries using high-resolution population data. Nat. Commun. 10,
1814 (2019).

de Koning, K., Filatova, T., Need, A. & Bin, O. Avoiding or mitigating
flooding: Bottom-up drivers of urban resilience to climate change in
the USA. Global Environ. Change 59, 101981 (2019).

Waltert, F. & Schlapfer, F. Landscape amenities and local devel-
opment: A review of migration, regional economic and hedonic
pricing studies. Ecol. Econ. 70, 141-152 (2010).

Fan, Q. & Davlasheridze, M. Flood risk, flood mitigation, and location
choice: Evaluating the national flood insurance program’s com-
munity rating system: flood risk, flood mitigation, and location
choice. Risk Anal. 36, 1125-1147 (2016).

Haer, T., Husby, T. G., Botzen, W. W. & Aerts, J. C. The safe devel-
opment paradox: An agent-based model for flood risk under cli-
mate change in the European Union. Global Environ. Change 60,
102009 (2020).

Dawson, R. J., Peppe, R. & Wang, M. An agent-based model for risk-
based flood incident management. Natl. Hazards 59,

167-189 (2011).

Jenkins, K., Surminski, S., Hall, J. & Crick, F. Assessing surface water
flood risk and management strategies under future climate change:
Insights from an Agent-Based Model. Sci. Total Environ. 595,
159-168 (2017).

de Ruig, L. T. et al. How the USA can benefit from risk-based pre-
miums combined with flood protection. Nat. Clim. Change 12,
995-998 (2022).

Hudson, P., Botzen, W. W. & Aerts, J. C. Flood insurance arrange-
ments in the European Union for future flood risk under climate and
socioeconomic change. Global Environ, Change 58, 101966 (2019).
Tesselaar, M., Botzen, W. W., Robinson, P. J., Aerts, J. C. & Zhou, F.
Charity hazard and the flood insurance protection gap: An EU scale
assessment under climate change. Ecol. Econ. 193, 107289 (2022).
Hassani-Mahmooei, B. & Parris, B. W. Climate change and internal
migration patterns in Bangladesh: an agent-based model. Environ.
Dev. Econ. 17, 763-780 (2012).

van Huijstee, J., van Bemmel, B., Bouwman, A. & van Rijn, F. Towards
an Urban Preview: Modelling Future Urban Growth with 2UP. Tech.
Rep. 3255, PBL Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency,
the Hague https://www.pbl.nl/sites/default/files/downloads/pbl-
2018-Towards-an-urban-preview_3255.pdf (2018).

Jones, B. & O’'Neill, B. C. Spatially explicit global population sce-
narios consistent with the Shared Socioeconomic Pathways.
Environ. Res. Lett. 11, 084003 (2016).

Tellman, B. et al. Satellite imaging reveals increased proportion of
population exposed to floods. Nature 596, 80-86 (2021).

Nature Communications | (2023)14:7483

12


https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10033587
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8187319
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8187319
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.23798667
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.23798667
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8216315
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10059757
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8187319
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8187319
https://www.pbl.nl/sites/default/files/downloads/pbl-2018-Towards-an-urban-preview_3255.pdf
https://www.pbl.nl/sites/default/files/downloads/pbl-2018-Towards-an-urban-preview_3255.pdf

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-43229-8

25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

Dottori, F. et al. Increased human and economic losses from river
flooding with anthropogenic warming. Nat. Clim. Change 8,
781-786 (2018).

Turner, B. L., Lambin, E. F. & Reenberg, A. The emergence of land
change science for global environmental change and sustainability.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 104, 20666-20671 (2007).

Michel-Kerjan, E. & Kunreuther, H. Redesigning flood insurance.
Science 333, 408-409 (2011).

Surminski, S. & Eldridge, J. Flood insurance in England - an
assessment of the current and newly proposed insurance scheme
in the context of rising flood risk. J. Flood Risk Manag. 10,
415-435 (2017).

Surminski, S. & Thieken, A. H. Promoting flood risk reduction: The
role of insurance in Germany and England. Earth’s Fut. 5,
979-1001 (2017).

Kunreuther, H. Mitigating disaster losses through insurance. J. Risk
Uncertainty 12, 171-187 (1996).

Hayat, B. & Moore, R. Addressing affordability and long-term resi-
liency through the national flood insurance program. Tech. Rep.,
Environmental Law Institute https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/
files/blog-national-flood-insurance-program-report.pdf (2015).
Suykens, C., Priest, S. J., van Doorn-Hoekveld, W. J., Thuillier, T. &
van Rijswick, M. Dealing with flood damages: Will prevention,
mitigation, and ex post compensation provide for a resilient trian-
gle? Ecol. Soc. 21, art1 (2016).

Mach, K. J. et al. Managed retreat through voluntary buyouts of
flood-prone properties. Sci. Adv. 5 (10) https://doi.org/10.1126/
sciadv.aax8995 (2019).

Bates, P. D., Horritt, M. S., Aronica, G. & Beven, K. Bayesian updating
of flood inundation likelihoods conditioned on flood extent data.
Hydrol. Processes 18, 3347-3370 (2004).

Tribett, W. R., Salawitch, R. J., Hope, A. P., Canty, T. P. & Bennett, B.
F. in Paris INDCs115-146 (Springer International Publishing, Cham,
2017). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-46939-3_3.

Riahi, K. et al. The Shared Socioeconomic Pathways and their
energy, land use, and greenhouse gas emissions implications: An
overview. Global Environ. Change 42, 153-168 (2017).

Jongman, B. The fraction of the global population at risk of floods is
growing. Nature 596, 37-38 (2021).

Mazzoleni, M. et al. Floodplains in the Anthropocene: A global
analysis of the interplay between human population, built envir-
onment, and flood severity. Water Resources Res. 57 (2) https://doi.
org/10.1029/2020WR027744 (2021).

Di Baldassarre, G. et al. Flood fatalities in Africa: From diagnosis to
mitigation. Geophys. Res. Lett. 37 (22) https://doi.org/10.1029/
2010GL045467 (2010).

Daniel, V. E., Florax, R. J. & Rietveld, P. Flooding risk and housing
values: An economic assessment of environmental hazard. Ecol.
Econ. 69, 355-365 (2009).

Chen, W. Y., Li, X. & Hua, J. Environmental amenities of urban rivers
and residential property values: A global meta-analysis. Sci. Total
Environ. 693, 133628 (2019).

Gibbons, S., Mourato, S. & Resende, G. M. The amenity value of
english nature: A hedonic price approach. Environ. Resource Econ.
57, 175-196 (2014).

Surminski, S. et al. Reflections on the current debate on how to link
flood insurance and disaster risk reduction in the European Union.
Natl. Hazards 79, 1451-1479 (2015).

Mol, J. M., Botzen, W. J. W. & Blasch, J. E. Risk reduction in com-
pulsory disaster insurance: Experimental evidence on moral hazard
and financial incentives. J. Behav. Exp. Econ. 84, 101500 (2020).
Scussolini, P. et al. FLOPROS: an evolving global database of flood
protection standards. Natl. Hazards Earth Syst. Sci. 16,

1049-1061 (2016).

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Dottori, F., Mentaschi, L., Bianchi, A., Alfieri, L. & Feyen, L. Cost-
effective adaptation strategies to rising river flood risk in Europe.
Nat. Clim. Change 13, 196-202 (2023).

Vousdoukas, M. I. et al. Economic motivation for raising coastal
flood defenses in Europe. Nat. Commun. 11, 2119 (2020).
Tiggeloven, T. et al. The benefits of coastal adaptation through
conservation of foreshore vegetation. J. Flood Risk Manag. 15 (3)
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfr3.12790 (2022).

Kousky, C., Kunreuther, H., Xian, S. & Lin, N. Adapting our flood risk
policies to changing conditions. Risk Anal. 41, 1739-1743 (2021).
Kocornik-Mina, A., McDermott, T. K. J., Michaels, G. & Rauch, F.
Flooded cities. Am. Econ. J. Appl. Econ. 12, 35-66 (2020).
Seifert-Dahnn, I. Insurance engagement in flood risk reduction -
examples from household and business insurance in developed
countries. Natl Hazards Earth Syst. Sci. 18, 2409-2429 (2018).
Botzen, W. J. W., Kunreuther, H., Czajkowski, J. & Moel, H. Adoption
of individual flood damage mitigation measures in New York City:
An extension of protection motivation theory. Risk Anal. 39,
2143-2159 (2019).

Kousky, C., Michel-Kerjan, E. O. & Raschky, P. A. Does federal dis-
aster assistance crowd out flood insurance? J. Environ. Econ.
Manag. 87, 150-164 (2018).

Kousky, C. & Kunreuther, H. Addressing affordability in the national
flood insurance program. J. Extreme Events 01, 1450001 (2014).

Di Baldassarre, G. et al. Hess Opinions: An interdisciplinary research
agenda to explore the unintended consequences of structural
flood protection. Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. 22, 5629-5637 (2018).
Botzen, W., Aerts, J. & van den Bergh, J. Willingness of homeowners
to mitigate climate risk through insurance. Ecol. Econ. 68,
2265-2277 (2009).

Carson, J. M., McCullough, K. A. & Pooser, D. M. Deciding whether to
invest in mitigation measures: Evidence From Florida. J. Risk Insur-
ance 80, 309-327 (2013).

Tesselaar, M., Botzen, W. J. W. & Aerts, J. C. Impacts of climate
change and remote natural catastrophes on EU flood insurance
markets: an analysis of soft and hard reinsurance markets for flood
coverage. Atmosphere 11, 146 (2020).

Wakker, P. P. Explaining the characteristics of the power (CRRA)
utility family. Health Econ. 17, 1329-1344 (2008).

Ahamdanech Zarco, I. Net financial wealth of households fell during
the opening phase of the financial crisis in the EU. Tech. Rep. 33/
2010, Eurostat, Luxembourg https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/
documents/3433488/5565228/KS-SF-10-033-EN.PDF/9b1042cd-
Af2d-4984-9afe-aef8e5be3abc?version=1.0 (2010).

Kunreuther, H. & Slovic, P. Economics, psychology, and protective
behavior. Am. Econ. Rev. 68, 64-69 (1978).

Mol, J. M., Botzen, W. J. W., Blasch, J. E. & Moel, H. Insights into flood
risk misperceptions of homeowners in the Dutch River Delta. Risk
Anal. 40, 1450-1468 (2020).

Botzen, W. & van den Bergh, J. Risk attitudes to low-probability
climate change risks: WTP for flood insurance. J. Econ. Behav.
Organ. 82, 151-166 (2012).

Paudel, Y. A comparative study of public-private catastrophe
insurance systems: Lessons from current practices. Geneva Pap.
Risk Insurance - Issues Pract. 37, 257-285 (2012).

Aerts, J. A review of cost estimates for flood adaptation. Water 10,
1646 (2018).

Martin, G. M. et al. The HadGEM2 family of Met Office Unified Model
climate configurations. Geosci. Model Dev. 4, 723-757 (2011).
Kriegler, E. et al. Fossil-fueled development (SSP5): An energy and
resource intensive scenario for the 21st century. Global Environ.
Change 42, 297-315 (2017).

European Commission. Joint Research Centre. Global flood depth-
damage functions: methodology and the database with guidelines.

Nature Communications | (2023)14:7483

13


https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/blog-national-flood-insurance-program-report.pdf
https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/blog-national-flood-insurance-program-report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aax8995
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aax8995
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-46939-3_3
https://doi.org/10.1029/2020WR027744
https://doi.org/10.1029/2020WR027744
https://doi.org/10.1029/2010GL045467
https://doi.org/10.1029/2010GL045467
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfr3.12790
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3433488/5565228/KS-SF-10-033-EN.PDF/9b1042cd-4f2d-4984-9afe-aef8e5be3a5c?version=1.0
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3433488/5565228/KS-SF-10-033-EN.PDF/9b1042cd-4f2d-4984-9afe-aef8e5be3a5c?version=1.0
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3433488/5565228/KS-SF-10-033-EN.PDF/9b1042cd-4f2d-4984-9afe-aef8e5be3a5c?version=1.0

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-43229-8

(Publications Office of the European Union, LU, 2016). https://data.
europa.eu/doi/10.2760/16510.

69. Tesselaar, M. et al. Regional inequalities in flood insurance afford-
ability and uptake under climate change. Sustainability 12,

8734 (2020).

70. Van Beek, L. P. H. & Bierkens, M. The Global Hydrological Model
PCR-GLOBWB: Conceptualization, Parameterization and Verifica-
tion. Tech. Rep., Department of Physical Geography, Utrecht Uni-
versity, Utrecht, The Netherlands https://vanbeek.geo.uu.nl/
suppinfo/vanbeekbierkens2009.pdf (2008).

71. Nicholls, S. & Crompton, J. L. The effect of rivers, streams, and
canals on property values. River Res. Appl. 33, 1377-1386 (2017).

72. Dahal, R. P. et al. A hedonic pricing method to estimate the value of
waterfronts in the Gulf of Mexico. Urban Forestry Urban Greening
41, 185-194 (2019).

73. Moore, R. L. & Sideralis, C. Use and economic importance of the west
branch of the Farmington River. Tech. Rep., Department of Parks,
Recreation and Tourism Management. North Carolina State Uni-
versity, Raleigh, North Carolina, USA http://www.farmingtonriver.
org/application/files/3814/7699/3921/EconReport1.pdf (2001).

74. Tapsuwan, S., MacDonald, D. H., King, D. & Poudyal, N. A combined
site proximity and recreation index approach to value natural
amenities: An example from a natural resource management region
of Murray-Darling Basin. J. Environ. Manag. 94, 69-77 (2012).

75. Anderson, S. T. & West, S. E. Open space, residential property
values, and spatial context. Regional Sci. Urban Econ. 36,
773-789 (2006).

76. Eurostat Housing in Europe. (Publications Office of the European
Union, Luxembourg, 2021). https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2785/
798608.

Acknowledgements

Research and preparation of this manuscript done by M.T., W.J.W.B, and
J.C.J.H.A. was funded by the EU-ERC COASTMOVE project (no. 884442
to J.C.J.H. Aerts) and the EU Horizon project ACCREU (no. 101081358 to
W.J.W. Botzen). T.T. is funded by the European Union’s Horizon 2020
MYRIAD-EU project; Grant Agreement No. 101003276. This work used
the Dutch national e-infrastructure with the support of the SURF Coop-
erative using Grant No. EINF-4493.

Author contributions
The work was conceptualized by M.T. and W.J.W.B. The methodology
was developed by M.T., W.J.W.B., and T.T. Formal analysis was

undertaken by M.T. and T.T. Visualization was by M.T. and T.T. Super-
vision and funding acquisition were by J.C.J.H.A. and W.J.W.B. All
authors assisted in writing the manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information

Supplementary information The online version contains
supplementary material available at
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-43229-8.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Max Tesselaar.

Peer review information Nature Communications thanks Francesco
Dottori, Helen He and the other, anonymous, reviewer(s) for their con-
tribution to the peer review of this work. A peer review file is available.

Reprints and permissions information is available at
http://www.nature.com/reprints

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jur-
isdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as
long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2023

Nature Communications | (2023)14:7483

14


https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/16510
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/16510
https://vanbeek.geo.uu.nl/suppinfo/vanbeekbierkens2009.pdf
https://vanbeek.geo.uu.nl/suppinfo/vanbeekbierkens2009.pdf
http://www.farmingtonriver.org/application/files/3814/7699/3921/EconReport1.pdf
http://www.farmingtonriver.org/application/files/3814/7699/3921/EconReport1.pdf
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2785/798608
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2785/798608
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-43229-8
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Flood insurance is a driver of population growth in European floodplains
	Results
	Floodplain population projections using the baseline-method
	Floodplain population growth considering (dis)amenities and household-level�DRR
	Floodplain population growth considering insurance coverage
	Assessing future flood risk using new population projections

	Discussion
	Discussion of methods
	Discussion of policy implications

	Methods
	Population growth�model
	Flood risk�model
	Insurance premiums
	Location amenities
	Model�output
	Reporting summary

	Data availability
	Code availability
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information




