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A Note on the Research

The findings in this report are drawn from Document Intelligence engagements
conducted by BoundAl, powered by OIP Insurtech, across specialty and E&S
insurance operations. Engagements included carriers, MGAs, and wholesale
brokers operating primarily in the US E&S and London markets.

The 80% figure in the title refers to a reduction in total policy review time
measured across a defined engagement period. The measurement includes
human review steps, not just Al processing time. It reflects the full workflow,
from document receipt through underwriter sign-off, not a processing speed
metric.

Findings are drawn from live workflow analysis with before and after
measurement across participating engagements. They are representative of
BoundAl's client base and do not imply industry-wide conclusions. No client
names or identifying details appear in this report.




Executive Summary

The 80% reduction in policy review time that this report opens with did not
come from a faster model. It came from restructuring what the Al does, what
humans do, and how the two connect inside a live insurance workflow.

This is what we call the 5 in 7 Problem.

Most insurance Al conversations focus on the model: which one, how accurate,
how fast. The model matters. But in a specialty insurance operation, a model
that reads documents is not the same as a system that executes a workflow.
The gap between those two things is where most insurance Al investments
stall, and closing it requires something the model cannot provide on its own.

That something is the Al harness, the platform infrastructure that connects the
model to the documents, the business rules, the human review steps, and the
existing systems the workflow runs on. Without the harness, Al processes
documents. With it, Al executes insurance workflows.

This report covers three findings that run through BoundAl's Document
Intelligence engagements:

Remaining manual work is still significant after Al deployment, and where it sits
determines whether the workflow scales

Inconsistent review standards before deployment limit what Al can deliver after it
Processing speed and total turnaround are different metrics, and most
implementations are measured on the wrong one

For each of the three workflows this report covers, inspection review, bind audit,
and policy checking, the paper follows the same sequence: the observed
problem, BoundAl's role, the human decision that stays in the loop, the
measured outcome, and what it means for leadership.

The paper closes with a platform evaluation checklist and a practical
next step for organizations that want to see how BoundAl handles a
representative workflow from their own operation.



https://www.boundai.ai/
https://www.boundai.ai/

The 80% Finding:

What Changed, and How

The starting point for understanding the 80% figure is understanding what the
original process looked like.

Before BoundAl Document Intelligence was deployed, policy review in the
engagements behind this report ran on a familiar manual sequence. An
underwriter received documents, opened them across multiple tabs or printed
copies, and worked through them by hand: comparing the application against
the binder, the binder against the issued policy, and the issued policy against
the quoted terms. Findings got noted. Some got acted on. Some got missed.
The review took as long as the underwriter had time to give it, which varied by
day, by queue pressure, and by account complexity.

The average review time across the baseline measurement period was not a
process problem anyone had formally quantified. It was simply how long the
work took, and the team had built its capacity assumptions around it.

The model was one component of a larger restructuring. What changed was the
full sequence:

Documents arrived and got classified automatically against the correct account
The system cross-referenced application, binder, and issued policy at clause level
Discrepancies were surfaced by materiality, with supporting evidence attached
The underwriter received a structured view of findings requiring a decision, not a
stack of documents requiring a read

The underwriter reviewed, accepted or waived each finding, and signed off

The decision and its documentation were written back to the operating system
automatically

The 80% reduction in total review time was measured across the full
sequence, including human review. It reflects how long the workflow
took from document receipt to completed underwriter sign-off, before
and after deployment, across a defined measurement period.

The conditions that made it possible are as important as the number itself.
Inputs were standardized before deployment. Business rules were defined.
Exception routing had a named owner. Human sign-off happened at the
decision point, not at every step. Each of those conditions had to be in place
before the Al could hold up in production.

What this means for leadership

The 80% figure is real, and it is conditional. The conditions are not
unusual requirements. They are the operational groundwork that most
organizations have not completed before they start evaluating models.
The organizations that see results closest to this figure are the ones
that did that groundwork first.



https://www.boundai.ai/platform/document-intelligence

The AlHarness:
What Insurance Workflows Actually Require

A model that reads insurance documents is not the same thing as a system that
executes an insurance workflow. The difference between those two things is
the harness.

The Al harnessis the platform infrastructure that connects the model to
everything else the workflow requires: the documents, the business rules, the
exception routing logic, the human review steps, and the operating systems the
results need to land in. It is not a single feature. It is the architecture that
determines whether Al produces a finding or produces a completed,
documented, auditable workflow step.

In a generic document processing context, the model is most of the work. Ina
specialty insurance context, the model is the starting point. What follows it is
what determines whether the output is usable.

Every insurance compliance workflow, regardless of which stage of the policy
lifecycle it covers, needs to resolve six questions reliably before it can scale:

Are the required documents present and correctly associated with the account?
Do the application, binder, and issued policy agree at the clause level?

Which discrepancies require attention and which can be passed?

Who owns each exception, and what happens next?

Can areviewer trace any finding back to its source document and specific
language?

How are decisions recorded and how does completed work get returned to the
operating system?

A platform that answers all six executes workflows. A platform that
answers fewer requires manual workarounds to fill the gaps, and those
workarounds are where the efficiency gain disappears.

The harness answers these questions through a combination of components
that most Al vendors describe individually but rarely show working togetherina
live insurance environment: document classification, rules-based validation,
confidence scoring, exception routing, human review interface, audit logging,
and system write-back. Each component matters. The integration between
them is what makes the difference between a proof of conceptand a
production system.

BoundAl Document Intelligence was built as a harness, not as a model with
document reading capability added. The distinction shows up in how each of
the three workflows this report covers actually runs.

What this means for leadership

Before evaluating any Al platform for compliance workflows, ask which of
the six questions it answers and ask to see each one demonstrated using
documents from your own operation. A platform that cannot show all six
in a live environment is not ready for production deployment regardless
of how the model performs on a benchmark.




BoundAl Document
Intelligence in Practice

The three workflows covered in this section represent the three most
consequential compliance handoffs in the specialty insurance policy lifecycle.
Each one follows the same sequence: the observed problem, BoundAl's role, the

human decision that stays in the loop, the measured outcome, and what it
means for leadership.

Inspection Review
Bind Audit

Policy Checking




Inspection Review

Observed Problem

Inspection reports arrive as PDFs from third-party vendors, often formatted
differently from the last one, often 40 to 60 pages long. The underwriter reads
through the report, cross-references findings against the application, binder,
and policy, determines which findings are material, decides what action each
one warrants, documents the outcome, and drafts the recommendation letter.

At 45 minutes per review and 50 reviews a month, that is roughly 37
hours of underwriting time consumed every month by document work.
The volume means that reviews happen under queue pressure, and
under queue pressure, material findings get missed. An undisclosed
hazard. An occupancy change buried in the narrative. A finding that
warranted a policy endorsement but got noted and moved past.

BoundAl's Role

BoundAl reads the inspection report, cross-references it against the
application, binder, and policy, and surfaces findings by materiality with
supporting evidence attached. The recommendation letter is drafted
automatically, referencing the specific findings that require action, formatted
consistently, and ready for underwriter review.

The system flags which findings it is confident about and which fall
below its confidence threshold, routing lower-confidence items to
human review rather than passing them through automatically.

Human Decision

The underwriter receives a structured, prioritized view of the findings that
require a decision. They review each finding, accept or waive it based on their
judgment, adjust the recommendation letter where their assessment differs
from the draft, and sign off. The letter goes out under their name. Every finding
waiver is recorded.

Measured Outcome

Review time reduced by 65% within the first 60 days of deployment. Multiple
undisclosed occupancy exposures identified across the book that had
previously passed through manual review without being flagged. Compliance
tracking standardized across five underwriting teams without adding
headcount.

What this means for leadership

The recommendation letter is where the time is recovered and where the
consistency is created. Automating the draft while keeping human sign-
off at the decision point is the design that produces both. A system that
automates the letter without human sign-off removes the
accountability. A system that keeps the letter fully manual recovers no
time.




Bind Audit

Observed Problem

Between bind and issuance, terms drift. Subjectivities get marked complete
before requirements are verified. Endorsement language shifts between what
was quoted and what was bound. Coverage limits change in ways nobody
caught because the comparison happened manually, selectively, and under
time pressure.

The bind audit is the checkpoint that should catch these deviations
before the policy leaves the building. In most operations, that
checkpoint is inconsistent. Some accounts get a thorough review.
Others get a quick look. The difference is not risk-based. It is queue-
based. By the time a deviation surfaces, the policy is issued, the
exposure is on the books, and the cost of correction is significantly
higher than catching it at bind would have been.

BoundAl's Role

BoundAl compares quoted terms against bound terms systematically across
every account, flags deviations by type and materiality, and enforces
subjectivity verification before issuance. The comparison happens at clause
level, not at summary level.

Deviations that a quick manual review would miss surface because the
system checks every field, every time.

Human Decision

The underwriter reviews each flagged deviation and determines what action it
warrants. Some deviations require a correction before issuance. Some require a
conversation with the broker. Some can be documented and passed. The
determination stays with the underwriter. The system ensures the
determination happens on every account rather than only the ones the
underwriter had time to check.

Measured Outcome

Deviations caught before issuance on accounts that previously passed through
manual review without a systematic check. Renewal turnaround shortened by 3
days on average as documentation gaps that previously required follow-up at
renewal were closed at bind.

What this means for leadership

The bind audit checkpoint only delivers value when it is systematic. A
checkpoint that happens on some accounts and not others is not a
control. It is a spot check. Al makes the checkpoint systematic without
adding review time, which is the only design that holds up as book
volume grows.




Policy Checking

Observed Problem

The issued policy is the final document. It is also the document that most
frequently contains errors that originated earlier in the lifecycle and survived
every manual checkpoint between there and issuance.

Clause-level comparison between quote, binder, and issued policy is the most
rigorous form of policy checking and the least consistently performed. It
requires holding three documents open simultaneously, working through them
section by section, and flagging every deviation regardless of how minor it
appears.

Most underwriting teams do not have time to do this on every account.
The errors that survive to the issued policy are the ones with the longest
tail, coverage gaps, exclusion language that drifted from quoted terms,
missing conditions, endorsements that did not make it through. These
are the findings that surface at claim rather than at renewal, and by that
point the organization is managing an E&O problem rather than a
compliance problem.

BoundAl's Role

BoundAl performs clause-level comparison across quote, binder, and issued
policy on every account. Every deviation gets flagged regardless of size. The
system does not apply a materiality filter at this stage because the
determination of what is material belongs to the underwriter, not to the
platform.

Supporting evidence for each deviation is attached so the underwriter
can assess it without going back to the source documents.

Human Decision

The underwriter reviews each flagged deviation and determines whether it is
material and what action it requires. Immaterial deviations get documented and
passed. Material ones get corrected before the policy issues. The
determination is the underwriter’'s. The documentation of that determinationiis
automatic.

Measured Outcome

80% reduction in total policy review time including human review. 40% fewer
QA-detected errors. Renewal turnaround shortened as documentation that
previously required reconstruction at renewal was created at issuance.

What this means for leadership

Policy checking at clause level is the compliance step most
organizations know they should be doing consistently and most are not.
The barrier is time, not intent. A system that performs the clause-level
comparison and surfaces only the deviations requiring a human decision
removes the time barrier without removing the human judgment. That is
the design worth evaluating.




What the Findings
Actually Show

The engagements behind this report produced results that were
consistent enough across workflows and organizations to be worth
examining as findings rather than as isolated outcomes.

Five themes run through the data.

Remaining manual
work is still
significant after Al
deployment

The 80% reduction in policy review time means 20% of the work still
requires human time. That 20% is not a residual inefficiency waiting to
be automated away. It is the judgment layer, the decisions that require
an underwriter to assess context, weigh competing considerations,
and take accountability for the outcome.

Where that 20% sits in the workflow determines whether the system
scales. If human review is concentrated at the decision point, the
workflow scales cleanly. If human review is distributed across steps
that do not require judgment, the efficiency gain gets consumed by
process friction rather than recovered as capacity.

The engagements that produced the largest time reductions were the
ones where human review was deliberately designed to happen at one
point in the workflow rather than spread across several.

Inconsistent review
standards before
deployment limit
what Al can deliver
afterit

Organizations that standardized their review process before
deployment consistently saw larger and more stable efficiency gains
than those that deployed Al onto variable manual practice.

The reason is structural. Al executes the process it is given. If the
process varies by underwriter, the Al produces variable outputs. If the
process is standardized, the Al produces consistent outputs at scale.
The model does not resolve inconsistency. The harness can enforce
consistency, but only if the underlying process has been defined
clearly enough to enforce.

Processing speed
and total
turnaround are
different metrics

Most Al platforms are measured on processing speed, how quickly the
model reads and classifies a document. Total turnaround includes
document receipt, classification, cross-referencing, exception
routing, human review, decision documentation, and system write-
back. These are not the same number, and the gap between them is
where most implementations disappoint.

In the engagements behind this report, total turnaround was the
metric that mattered to leadership. Processing speed improvements
that did not translate into total turnaround improvements did not
change operational outcomes. The harness components that handle
exception routing, human review interface, and system write-back are
what close the gap between the two metrics.

Exception handling
is where most
implementations
stall

Every Al compliance workflow produces exceptions, findings the
system is not confident about, documents that do not match
expected formats, deviations that fall outside defined rules. How
those exceptions are routed, who owns them, and how long they sit
unresolved determines whether the efficiency gain holds at volume.

In engagements where exception routing was defined before
deployment, exceptions cleared quickly and did not accumulate into a
parallel manual queue. In engagements where exception routing was
left to emerge organically after deployment, a manual backlog formed
alongside the automated workflow and consumed a significant portion
of the recovered capacity.

Audit trail
completeness
matters more than
most organizations
expect

The documentation of decisions, waivers, and completed reviews is
what makes a compliance workflow defensible when it needs to be. At
audit, at claim, when a capacity provider reviews the book, the
question is not whether the review happened. It is whether it can be
demonstrated.

In the engagements behind this report, organizations that built audit
trail completeness into the workflow design from the start found it
significantly easier to respond to external review requests.
Organizations that treated documentation as a secondary output
found gaps that required manual reconstruction.




Anonymized case study

Aregional specialty carrier operating in the US E&S market was running
inspection reviews manually across a team of eight underwriters. Review time
averaged 43 minutes per account. The team processed approximately 45
reviews per month. Senior underwriters carried a disproportionate share of the
complex reviews, limiting their availability for other work.

BoundAl Document Intelligence was deployed across the inspection review
workflow over a six-week implementation period. The implementation included
process standardization across the team, definition of the materiality rules the
system would apply, configuration of exception routing to a designated
reviewer, and integration with the carrier’s policy administration system for audit
trail write-back.

In the first 60 days following deployment, average review time dropped to 9
minutes per account including human sign-off, a reduction of 79%. Three
undisclosed occupancy exposures were identified that had not been flagged
during the prior manual review period. Post-inspection compliance
documentation was standardized across all eight underwriters for the first time.
Senior underwriter availability for complex underwriting work increased
measurably as routine review volume moved through the automated pipeline.

What this means for leadership

The bind audit checkpoint only delivers value when it is systematic. A
checkpoint that happens on some accounts and not others is not a
control. It is a spot check. Al makes the checkpoint systematic without
adding review time, which is the only design that holds up as book
volume grows.




Platform Evaluation Checklist

The six questions introduced earlier provide the framework for
evaluating any Al platform being considered for insurance compliance
workflows.

Are the required documents present and correctly associated with the
account?

Do the application, binder, and issued policy agree at the clause level?
Which discrepancies require attention and which can be passed?

Who owns each exception, and what happens next?

Can areviewer trace any finding back to its source document and specific
language?

How are decisions recorded and how does completed work get returned to
the operating system?




Document Presence and Association

Can the platform confirm that all required documents are present
before processing begins?

How does it handle a submission where a document is missing or
associated with the wrong account?

Ask to see what happens when an incomplete submission enters the
workflow.

OO0

Cross-Document Agreement

Does the platform compare documents at clause level or at summary
level?

Can it show a specific example of a clause-level deviation it identified
between a quote, binder, and issued policy?

Ask to see the comparison output on a representative account from
your book.

OO0

Discrepancy Surfacing and Prioritization

How does the platform determine which discrepancies require
attention and which can be passed?

Does it apply a fixed materiality threshold or does the threshold reflect
your underwriting guidelines?

Ask how the prioritization logic is configured and who configuresiit.

OO0

Exception Ownership and Routing

When the platform identifies an exception, how does it get routed and
to whom?

Can exception ownership be assigned by workflow type, account type,
or underwriter?

Ask to see what an exception looks like in the human review interface
and how long exceptions typically sit before resolutionin live
deployments.

OO0

Finding Traceability

Can a reviewer trace any finding back to its source document and the
specific language that triggered it?

Is the supporting evidence attached to the finding or does the reviewer
need to go back to the source document manually?

Ask to see a finding with its evidence trail in the review interface.

OO0

Decision Recording and System Write-Back

How are underwriter decisions, acceptances, waivers, and sign-offs
recorded?

Does the audit trail write back to your operating system automatically
or does it require a manual step?

Ask to see what the audit trail looks like for a completed review and
confirm it meets your documentation requirements.

OO0




Additional Evaluation I[tems

What needs to be standardized in your process before the platform can be
configured for deployment?

3]
02 What does the implementation timeline look like and what does your team
need to provide?
3|

03 Which functions are delivered by the platform directly and which depend on
integrations or configuration your team manages?

S|
04 What metrics does the vendor use to measure success in production and
how are they tracked?
]
05 What does expansion to a second workflow require and what has to be true

about the first workflow before that happens?

What this means for leadership

A vendor that cannot answer these questions specifically, or that
redirects to general capability descriptions rather than demonstrated
functionality, is telling you something important about production
readiness. The checklist is designed for use in an internal meeting
before a vendor discussion and as a guide during the demonstration
itself. Share it with the team that will manage the implementation, not
just the team that will use the output.



What to Get Right,
Before Scaling

The findings we went through earlier took six weeks to implement. That timeline
included work that had nothing to do with the Al platform itself. Process
standardization across eight underwriters. Materiality rules defined and
documented. Exception routing designed and assigned. Integration with the
policy administration system tested and confirmed.

That preparation work is not optional. It is what makes the deployment hold up
in production. Organizations that skip it and deploy directly into a variable,
undocumented process consistently see smaller gains, higher exception
volumes, and longer timelines to stable operation.

Four areas require attention before any compliance Al deployment scales
beyond its initial workflow.

What to standardize before implementation

The process needs to be performed consistently before the Al can execute it
consistently. That means documenting how each workflow is performed today,
identifying where it varies by underwriter or by account type, and resolving
those variations before configuration begins.

The most common gaps found in pre-deployment assessments are:

Materiality thresholds that exist informally but have never been written
down

Exception handling that depends on who is available rather than on defined
routing logic

Documentation standards that vary by underwriter and have never been
reconciled

Each of these needs to be resolved before deployment, not after.

Where human oversight belongs

Human oversight belongs at the decision point, not distributed across every
step of the workflow. The design that produces the largest efficiency gains
concentrates human review at the moment where judgment is genuinely
required and removes human handling from everything before that point.

For inspection review, the decision point is the finding review and letter sign-off.
For bind audit, it is the deviation assessment. For policy checking, it is the
clause deviation determination. Everything before those points, document
reading, cross-referencing, finding surfacing, letter drafting, is workflow
execution that the harness handles.

Distributing human review across earlier steps in the name of quality control
produces slower workflows without meaningfully improving outcomes. The
quality control is built into the harness through confidence scoring, exception
routing, and audit trail completeness.




« Which metrics reveal operational value

Processing speed is not the metric that reveals whether a compliance Al
deployment is delivering operational value. The metrics that matter are:

Total turnaround time from document receipt to completed underwriter
sign-off

Exception rate and exception resolution time

Audit trail completeness as a percentage of completed reviews

Human review time as a percentage of total workflow time

Error rate before and after deployment, measured at the point errors would
previously have surfaced

Organizations that measure only processing speed consistently underestimate
the value of the deployment and miss the operational signals that indicate
whether it is scaling correctly.

What must be in place before expanding to additional

workflows

The first workflow needs to be stable, measured, and documented before a
second one starts. Stable means exception volume is predictable and
resolution times are consistent. Measured means the metrics above are being
tracked and the baseline has been established. Documented means the
process as it runs today, including how exceptions are handled and how
decisions are recorded, is written down clearly enough to replicate.

Expanding to a second workflow before the first is stable typically produces two
unstable workflows rather than one stable one and one in progress. The
preparation work for the second workflow is the same as for the first, and it goes
faster when there is a working model to reference.

What this means for leadership

The organizations that scale compliance Al successfully treat the
preparation work as the primary work and the platform deployment as
the execution step. The ones that treat platform selection as the primary
work and preparation as a detail consistently find that the detail is where
the results actually live.




Where to Start

The findings in this report point toward two different starting points depending
on where an organization is in its compliance workflow maturity:.

If the workflows are defined and the processiis
standardized

The most direct next step is a live demonstration of BoundAl Document Intelligence
using documents from your own operation. Not vendor-prepared samples. Not a
walkthrough of a hypothetical account. A demonstration using representative
documents from your book, run through the inspection review, bind audit, or policy
checking workflow, showing the full sequence from document intake through
underwriter sign-off and audit trail write-back.

That demonstration answers the questions the platform evaluation checklist raises
and surfaces the configuration work required before deployment. It also produces a
realistic picture of what total turnaround looks like on accounts your team actually
processes, which is the number that matters.

To request a demonstration, contact the BoundAl team.

If the workflows need assessment first

Most organizations considering compliance Al are not yet at the point where a
demonstration is the right next step. The process has not been standardized.
Materiality thresholds are informal. Exception routing is undefined. Deploying Al into
that state produces the outcomes Section 4 describes: smaller gains, higher
exception volumes, and a parallel manual process that consumes the recovered
capacity.

The Workflow Intelligence Diagnostic is the right starting point for those organizations.
It maps the compliance workflows that exist today, identifies where the process is
variable and where the documentation gaps are widest, and produces a prioritized
readiness assessment before any technology decision is made.

The Diagnostic answers the question that should come before any platform
evaluation: are the workflows ready, and if not, what needs to change first.

For more information on the Workflow Intelligence Diagnostic, click here.



https://www.boundai.ai/contact
https://www.oipinsurtech.com/workflow-intelligence-diagnostic

Final Words

The 80% reduction in policy review time that opens this
report is a real number from a real engagement. It is also a
number with conditions attached, conditions that most
organizations have not met before they start evaluating Al
platforms.

Those conditions are not extraordinary. They are process standardization,
defined exception routing, human review at the decision point, and an audit trail
built into the workflow from the start. They are the operational groundwork that
makes the difference between an Al deployment that holds up in production and
one that performs well in a demonstration and degrades under real volume.

The platform infrastructure that connects the model to the documents, the
business rules, the human review steps, and the operating systems the results
need to land in is what determines whether Al processes documents or
executes workflows. Those are not the same thing, and the gap between them
is where most insurance Al investments currently sit.

The organizations closing that gap are not the ones with the most
sophisticated models. They are the ones that standardized their processes
before deployment, designed human oversight at the right points rather than at
every point, and measured total turnaround rather than processing speed. They
built the harness before they deployed the model, and the results reflect that
sequence.

The gap between an Al that processes documents and an Al
that executes workflows is an infrastructure decision.
Making it is where the work actually starts.
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