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Executive Summary 

This is a comprehensive case study for a fictitious for-profit American insurance company called Torvin 
Insurance Group. It is a mid-sized, family-founded property and casualty insurer that spent three decades 
building something genuinely valuable: a reputation for fair claims handling, a network of more than 3,200 
independent agents who trusted the brand with their clients, and a mid-market niche that neither the national 
giants nor the small regional carriers served well. That foundation is real, and it is still standing. 

It is also under real strain. A private equity acquisition in March 2020—timed just ahead of a global 
pandemic—set off a chain of operational and financial pressure that the company has not yet fully absorbed. 
Underwriting results have weakened, technology has fallen behind, and trust with agents, customers, and 
employees has eroded faster than the company has been able to rebuild it. None of this is unusual for a mid-
market insurer facing digital disruption, and none of it is unrecoverable. It is, however, urgent. 

This case study exists to do two things honestly: name the current condition of the business without flinching, 
and lay out a credible, evidence-based path to a stronger version of Torvin—one built on the same foundation 
of agent relationships and disciplined claims handling that made the company work in the first place, now 
paired with the technology and decision-making infrastructure it has lacked. 

That path is the Valorys value-creation system, delivered through Voxyn, Vterra's AI advisory engine, and 
grounded in a living digital twin of Torvin's actual business—its financials, its value streams, its people, its 
agent economics. This is not a generic turnaround template. It is a system built to help Torvin's own leadership 
see their business more clearly, ask better questions of it, and make decisions that are anchored in reality rather 
than in the narrative gaps that had opened up between what leadership believed and what was actually 
happening on the ground. 

What This Case Study Covers 
• Torvin's history, current financial and operational condition, and competitive position—presented with 

full transparency 

• Direct feedback from agents, policyholders, and employees, including where the company has fallen short 

• A comprehensive value stream map showing exactly where friction, delay, and cost are concentrated 

• How Voxyn engages Torvin's leadership in practice—including a real example of the kind of dialogue the 
digital twin makes possible 

• The six-pillar Valorys transformation framework applied specifically to Torvin's situation 

• A five-year investment case, implementation roadmap, and projected outcomes across financial, 
customer, agent, employee, and operational dimensions 

The Headline 
Torvin does not need a miracle. It needs what most institutions in its position need: a clear, honest picture of 
where value is being created and destroyed across the business, a disciplined system for closing that gap, and a 
way for leadership to keep asking the right questions as conditions change. That is precisely what Valorys and 
Voxyn are built to provide. 

 



 

The Structural Reality of the Business Torvin Is In 

Before turning to Torvin's specific numbers, it's worth naming something that applies to every property and 
casualty insurer, not just Torvin: this is a genuinely hard category to run well, for reasons that have nothing to 
do with any one company's competence. Judging Torvin's performance fairly means judging it against this 
backdrop, not against an idealized business model that doesn't actually exist in insurance. 

Selling Value Customers Can't See or Feel 
Torvin's product is a promise. Coverage and service only become real and tangible at the moment of a claim — 
which for most customers, most years, never happens. That makes the core value proposition unusually hard to 
communicate, differentiate, or even manage day to day: a customer has almost no way to evaluate whether 
their coverage is good until the one moment it matters most, by which point the relationship has already been 
priced and sold. Every carrier in this category fights this same headwind. 

Orchestrating a Non-Physical Supply Chain 
Instead of materials and logistics, Torvin manages a complex flow of underwriting, claims processing, and 
policy administration — an operational chain just as real and just as failure-prone as a manufacturer's physical 
supply chain, but far less visible to outside observers. A delay or handoff error in this chain doesn't show up as 
a late shipment; it shows up as a customer's trust eroding at the exact moment they needed the company most. 
The value stream mapping later in this case study treats this non-physical supply chain with the same 
operational rigor a manufacturer would apply to a physical one, because the stakes are just as real. 

Operating Where Technology Is Mission-Critical, Not Supportive 
In most industries, core IT systems support the business. In insurance, core systems and actuarial models are 
the business — they set prices, assess risk, and execute the fundamental transactions the company exists to 
perform. This raises the stakes on system reliability, integration, and governance well beyond what a typical 
"IT modernization" conversation implies, and it's a central reason the technology gaps detailed later in this case 
study matter as much as they do. 

Navigating Fragmented Regulation 
A 42-state regulatory footprint means 42 different sets of rate, form, and market-conduct requirements, each 
capable of moving at its own pace. This structural fragmentation slows every enterprise-wide change, 
multiplies compliance burden, and constrains the kind of standardization that would otherwise make a 
modernization effort faster and cheaper. It is a real constraint on speed, and one no single carrier can regulate 
away — only manage well or manage poorly. 

Aligning Diverse Distribution Channels 
Independent agents, captive agents, and direct channels each operate on different incentives, different 
economics, and different customer expectations. Keeping pricing, messaging, and service experience coherent 
across all three is a genuine coordination challenge, not a simple execution task — and it's the reason the sales 
and distribution section of this case study treats channel alignment as a strategic question, not an operational 
afterthought. 

 



Competing on Multiple Fronts Simultaneously 
Winning in this category requires more than competitive pricing — it requires disciplined risk selection and 
differentiated service delivered at the same time, which forces constant trade-offs between growth, margin, and 
long-term exposure. A carrier that wins on price alone attracts adverse selection; a carrier that wins on service 
alone prices itself out of the market. Every credible strategy in this category is a balancing act, not a single 
lever. 

 

Why This Context Matters 
None of this excuses the specific, addressable gaps detailed throughout the rest of this case study — Torvin's 
technology, claims cycle time, and training investment shortfalls are real and are Torvin's to fix. But it does 
mean the right comparison for Torvin's performance is other insurers navigating this same structural terrain, not 
an idealized business with none of these built-in headwinds. Several of Torvin's most durable assets — its agent 
relationships, its claims-first culture, its regional focus — are specifically well-suited to these structural 
realities, which is exactly why they're the foundation this case study's recommendations are built on rather than 
around. 

 



Company Profile 

Attribute Detail 

Founded 1989, Des Moines, Iowa—by Thomas and Margaret Harrington 

Tagline "Protecting What Matters Since 1989" 

Ownership Silvercrest Partners (65%), Harrington family & management (35%) 

Lines of Business Personal Lines (Auto, Homeowners, Umbrella); Commercial Lines (Small 
Business, Professional Liability, Workers' Comp); Specialty Lines (Cyber, 
D&O, E&O) 

Geographic Footprint Licensed in 42 states; core strength in the Midwest, Southeast, and Mountain 
West 

Distribution Independent agents (78%), captive agents (12%), direct (10%) 

Direct Written Premium (2024) $1.87 billion 

Policies in Force 847,000 

Employees 2,340 

Claims Processed Annually 127,000 

Independent Agent Partners 3,200+ 
 

Torvin's core asset is relational, not technological: three decades of agent trust, built one renewal at a time. 
That asset has been under pressure recently, but it has not disappeared—it is the single strongest lever 
available for the transformation ahead, and the reason the recommended strategy in this case study leads with 
agents rather than around them. 

 



Company History & Strategic Context 

Foundation Era (1989–2005): Building Trust 

Thomas Harrington, a former State Farm agent, and his wife Margaret, a CPA, founded Torvin—originally 
Harrington Mutual Insurance—on a clear and well-founded thesis: mid-market customers were underserved by 
both large national carriers (impersonal, bureaucratic) and small regional insurers (limited product breadth, 
uncertain financial strength). Torvin positioned deliberately between the two, offering personalized service 
backed by real financial discipline. 

The company grew through independent agent relationships, conservative underwriting, and a genuine claims-
first culture—"We're here when it matters most" was not just a tagline but an operating principle. By 2005, 
Torvin operated in 18 states with $340 million in premium and a reputation, earned the hard way, for fair 
claims handling and strong agent support. This is the DNA the company still carries, even where recent years 
have obscured it. 

Expansion Era (2006–2019): Growth and Complexity 

Under David Harrington, who became CEO in 2006, Torvin expanded aggressively and, for the most part, 
successfully: geographic reach grew to 42 states, the agent network tripled, and premium grew nearly fivefold 
to $1.65 billion. This was real, earned growth. 

Growth of that pace also introduced complexity the organization didn't fully metabolize: state-by-state 
regulatory compliance burden, 247 policy forms across jurisdictions, multiple policy administration systems 
accumulated rather than architected, and underwriting practices that drifted region to region. The combined 
ratio crept from a strong 94% in 2006 to 99% by 2019, and ROE softened from 12% to 6%—signals, in 
hindsight, that the operating model needed to catch up to the footprint. 

The 2020 Inflection Point 

Silvercrest Partners acquired 65% of Torvin for $890 million in March 2020, with a straightforward and 
reasonable thesis: stable cash flows from insurance float, an operational improvement opportunity through 
technology modernization and expense discipline, and growth through digital distribution and product 
innovation, with an exit horizon of five to seven years. 

The timing could not have been more difficult. The deal closed just as COVID-19 began reshaping claims 
patterns, markets, and how the entire industry operated. Investment portfolios took losses across the board. The 
sudden shift to remote work exposed technology gaps that had been building for years but had never been 
forced into the open. None of this was unique to Torvin—most of the industry absorbed some version of this 
shock—but Torvin's aging technology base meant it absorbed more of it than better-positioned peers. 

2020–2024: A Difficult Stretch, Honestly Told 

The post-acquisition period combined a reasonable strategic playbook—modernize technology, manage 
expenses, grow premium—with execution that fell short in each area, for reasons this case study addresses 
directly and without spin: 

• Technology modernization: a genuine investment was made (Project Phoenix, detailed later in this 
document) but the initiative was structured and governed as an IT project rather than a business 
transformation, and it underdelivered as a result 



• Expense management: cost reduction ran ahead of the operational redesign needed to support it, straining 
agent relationships and claims capacity 

• Premium growth: pricing and underwriting discipline slipped as growth was prioritized, contributing to 
adverse selection pressure 

 

The result, in 2024 terms: a combined ratio of 107.4%, a declining surplus, a credit downgrade from A- to 
BBB+, and a level of agent and customer dissatisfaction that shows up clearly in the direct feedback covered 
later in this case study. These are real numbers and they matter. They are also, this case study will show, 
addressable—provided the company treats them as a systems problem to be solved deliberately, rather than a 
verdict to be managed around. 

 

The Honest Frame 
Torvin is not a company that lost its way through incompetence or bad faith. It is a company whose operating 
model didn't keep pace with its own growth, and whose post-acquisition transformation attempt tackled 
technology in isolation from the business decisions technology is supposed to serve. That is a specific, well-
understood failure mode—and it is exactly the failure mode Valorys and Voxyn are built to prevent. 

 



The Current Picture: Financial Condition 

The clearest way to understand where Torvin stands is to look at the numbers directly, over time, without 
euphemism. The ten-year trend below shows a company that was solidly profitable through 2019, and has run 
underwriting losses in each year since—a pattern that tracks closely with the operational and technology gaps 
detailed later in this case study, not a mystery to be solved separately from them. 

Ten-Year Financial History (2015–2024) 

Year DWP ($M) Total Revenue 
($M) 

Combined Ratio Net Income ($M) ROE 

2015 $947 $990 93.6% $114 10.8% 

2016 $1,034 $1,079 94.0% $118 10.2% 

2017 $1,148 $1,196 94.6% $124 10.4% 

2018 $1,287 $1,336 96.1% $117 9.1% 

2019 $1,425 $1,480 99.0% $89 6.8% 

2020 $1,312 $1,341 103.2% -$38 -2.9% 

2021 $1,598 $1,612 102.8% -$19 -1.5% 

2022 $1,764 $1,788 104.8% -$74 -6.8% 

2023 $1,813 $1,849 105.6% -$98 -10.2% 

2024 $1,871 $1,911 107.4% -$142 -15.9% 
 

Two things are worth naming plainly. First, revenue has grown every year of this period—Torvin has not lost 
its ability to write business. Second, the combined ratio has moved the wrong direction for five straight years, 
which means the company is growing a book of business it isn't pricing or servicing profitably. That is a 
solvable problem: it points squarely at underwriting discipline, claims efficiency, and pricing precision—
exactly the areas a well-instrumented digital twin and disciplined execution can address without requiring 
Torvin to shrink its way to health. 

Balance Sheet Trend 

Surplus—the capital cushion that protects policyholders and gives regulators confidence—has declined from a 
2019 peak as underwriting losses have accumulated and debt service (added at acquisition) has consumed 
capital. Surplus stood at $453 million at year-end 2024, down from $687 million at the acquisition close, with 
a Risk-Based Capital ratio of 287%, down from 425% in 2019. 

 

What 287% RBC Actually Means 
A Risk-Based Capital ratio above 200% means no regulatory action is currently required—Torvin is not in 
breach of any solvency threshold today. It is, however, trending in a direction that deserves urgent attention: if 
the underwriting trend of the last five years continued unaddressed, the ratio would approach the 200% 
Company Action Level threshold within two to three years, at which point Torvin would be required to file a 
formal improvement plan with regulators. The point of naming this now, while there is still runway, is to make 
that outcome avoidable rather than inevitable. 



 

Balance Sheet Detail (2015–2024) 

Year Total Assets 
($M) 

Reserves ($M) Total Debt ($M) Surplus ($M) Debt/Surplus 

2015 $2,847 $1,798 $180 $869 0.21x 

2017 $3,456 $2,187 $190 $1,079 0.18x 

2019 $4,187 $2,718 $200 $1,269 0.16x 

2020 $4,684 $2,897 $625 $1,162 0.54x 

2022 $4,679 $3,050 $630 $820 0.77x 

2024 $4,510 $3,140 $615 $453 1.36x 
 

The debt added at acquisition ($425M in new term loans and surplus notes) is a fixed obligation that doesn't 
flex with underwriting results—which is precisely why underwriting improvement, not further deleveraging, is 
the higher-leverage lever available to the company. Surplus decline is a function of accumulated underwriting 
losses far more than of the debt load itself, reinforcing the loss-ratio-first sequencing recommended throughout 
this case study. 

Major Financial Events, Year by Year 

A short, honest chronology of the five years since acquisition helps explain why the numbers moved the way 
they did, rather than leaving the trend to speak for itself: 

• 2020: The acquisition closed in March, just as COVID-19 began reshaping claims patterns industry-wide. 
Auto frequency dropped sharply during lockdowns, investment portfolios took mark-to-market losses, 
and remote work exposed technology gaps that had been building for years. Combined ratio: 103.2%—
the company's first underwriting loss in two decades. 

• 2021: Premium rebounded 22% as the economy reopened, but auto frequency and severity returned faster 
than pricing could adjust, and inflation began building in the background. An early $87M technology 
investment showed limited results. Combined ratio: 102.8%. 

• 2022: Broad inflation hit claims costs hard—auto repair costs up 18%, medical costs up 12%, home 
replacement costs up 21%—while pricing increases lagged loss cost trends, a common industry-wide 
pattern that hit Torvin's older rating systems especially hard given their limited ability to reprice quickly. 
Combined ratio: 104.8%. 

• 2023: Agent relations came under strain as commission structures were adjusted, and the cumulative 
technology investment (including Project Phoenix) had not yet delivered the operational improvement it 
was meant to. Severe weather catastrophe losses added $147M. Combined ratio: 105.6%. 

• 2024: Underwriting losses continued to accumulate, surplus reached $453M, and the company saw 
departures in two senior claims and underwriting leadership roles—turnover consistent with the broader 
talent and culture findings detailed later in this case study. Combined ratio: 107.4%. 

 

 



Industry Benchmark Comparison (2024) 

Metric Torvin Industry Median Top Quartile 

Combined Ratio 107.4% 97.2% 92.4% 

Loss Ratio 78.1% 66.8% 62.1% 

Expense Ratio 29.3% 30.4% 28.7% 

ROE -15.9% 8.4% 14.2% 

Premium Growth +3.2% +6.8% +9.4% 

Retention Rate 72% 84% 89% 

Surplus / DWP 24% 78% 112% 
 

Notice where Torvin is closest to the field: its expense ratio, at 29.3%, is actually better than the industry 
median. The gap is concentrated almost entirely in the loss ratio and retention—meaning the core cost 
discipline of the organization is intact, and the shortfall is a claims, underwriting, and customer-experience 
story rather than a bloated-cost story. That is a meaningfully easier problem to solve, and it is the one Valorys 
targets first. 

 



Operational Metrics & Geographic Book 

2024 Operational Snapshot 

Metric Value 

Personal Auto DWP $847M (45.3% of total) 

Annual policies (personal auto) 384,000 

Average premium (personal auto) $2,206 

Retention rate (target: 85%+) 72% 

Claims processed annually 127,000 

Quote generation time (competitor benchmark: 90 sec) 8–12 minutes 

Claims cycle time vs. industry average 40% longer 

Geographic Book of Business 

State/Region Premium Share of Book Combined Ratio Character 

Iowa (home state) $298M 15.9% 96.8% Strong—deepest 
agent relationships 

Illinois $241M 12.9% 98.2% Strong core market 

Ohio $187M 10.0% 99.4% Solid, stable 

Wisconsin/Minnesota $214M 11.4% 97.5% Strong core market 

Southeast (multi-state) $312M 16.7% 104.1% Mixed—newer 
market entry 

Texas $196M 10.5% 113.2% High volatility—
CAT exposure 

Colorado $87M 4.7% 114.8% High volatility—
hail/fire exposure 

Remaining states (35) $336M 18.0% 108.6% Thin presence, 
inconsistent results 

 

Results vary meaningfully by state—combined ratios range from under 97% in Torvin's strongest core 
Midwest markets to well above 110% in a small number of higher-volatility states, particularly those with 
concentrated catastrophe exposure (Texas, Colorado). This variance is itself useful diagnostic information: it 
shows the underlying underwriting discipline is sound where the operating conditions are stable, and strained 
specifically where volatility and legacy-system limitations compound each other. A geographically focused 
strategy—doubling down on the core Midwest and Plains states where agent relationships and loss experience 
are strongest, while re-underwriting or selectively exiting the highest-volatility markets—is a lower-risk path 
to combined ratio improvement than attempting to fix every market at once. 

Synthesis: What the Data Is Telling Us 

Put together, the financial and operational data describe a company with an intact core (agent relationships, 
expense discipline, a real regional franchise) surrounded by a set of specific, nameable gaps: claims cycle time, 
quote-to-bind friction, geographic concentration risk, and a legacy technology base that constrains all three. 



None of these are mysteries. All of them are the kind of gap that a living digital twin—one that connects 
financial results back to the operational value stream that produced them—is specifically designed to surface 
and keep surfaced, so leadership is working from the same picture the numbers actually describe. 

 



The Voices That Matter 

Numbers describe the condition of a business; the people who depend on it describe what it feels like to be 
inside that condition. In late 2024, Torvin's leadership commissioned a round of direct interviews with agents, 
policyholders, and former employees. The feedback was candid, sometimes uncomfortable, and consistently 
specific—which is exactly what makes it useful. Presented below with names changed for privacy, this 
feedback is the clearest possible evidence for where the transformation needs to concentrate first. 

An Independent Agent's Perspective 

Robert Chen has represented Torvin since 2007 through his agency in Illinois, and Torvin's share of his book 
has fallen from roughly a third of his business to about one-seventh over the past five years—not because he's 
given up on the carrier, but because friction has made it harder to place business there. 

"Torvin used to be my go-to carrier for preferred risks. The rates are inconsistent now, and even when 
they're competitive, I know the quoting process is going to be slow. I'm running quotes today on a system 
that feels a decade behind—it can take ten or twelve minutes when a client is standing at my desk, versus 
under two minutes with other carriers." 
— Robert Chen, Independent Agent, Illinois 

Mr. Chen also described a claims experience that took over four months to resolve on a straightforward total-
loss fire claim, with three different adjusters rotating through the file—a pattern that, per the claims systems 
assessment later in this document, tracks directly to workflow gaps in the current claims platform rather than to 
any single individual's performance. He was candid that recent commission adjustments, layered on top of 
service friction, have made it harder to justify placing new business with Torvin—a signal worth taking 
seriously, and one that points to a specific, fixable set of technology and process gaps rather than a broken 
relationship. 

A Commercial Policyholder's Perspective 

Sarah Mitchell has insured her 47-employee mechanical contracting business with Torvin since 2012. She 
described the first eight years of the relationship as genuinely strong—responsive, fairly priced, attentive to her 
business's specific risk profile—and a shift in recent years toward a slower, more transactional experience. 

"We were with Torvin for eight great years before something changed. A workers' comp claim from last 
year is still open, and the loss of the quarterly risk management visits we used to get has left us managing 
safety on our own. I'd like to stay—I've told my broker as much—but the current level of service and a 
cyber coverage quote request that's been open for six months are making that hard to justify." 
— Sarah Mitchell, Commercial Policyholder, Ohio 

The gap Ms. Mitchell describes—the loss of proactive risk consulting and a stalled specialty-line quote—maps 
directly to two things this case study addresses head-on: the erosion of risk engineering capacity as headcount 
was reduced, and the near-total absence of a real underwriting system for cyber coverage (detailed in the 
technology assessment). Both are fixable, and neither requires rebuilding the customer relationship from 
scratch—the relationship itself, per her own account, is still intact. 

A Personal Lines Customer's Perspective 

Michael Torres has held auto and home coverage with Torvin since 2016, largely on the strength of his trust in 
his independent agent rather than direct enthusiasm for the carrier. 



"My agent is the reason I've stayed this long. The mobile app hasn't worked well for me, and my home 
premium has moved more than I expected over the past few years without a clear explanation when I've 
called. I've already moved my auto elsewhere, and my home renewal is a real decision point for me." 
— Michael Torres, Personal Lines Customer 

Mr. Torres's experience is a useful reminder that Torvin's agent relationships are, in many cases, doing more 
retention work than the carrier itself is right now—which is both a vulnerability and, properly understood, an 
asset. It means the fastest path to stabilizing personal lines retention runs through fixing the direct digital and 
service experience fast enough to stop asking agents to compensate for it. 

A Former Employee's Perspective 

Jennifer Kwon spent nine years as a Senior Underwriter in Personal Lines, through 2023, and offered one of 
the most useful outside views available: a firsthand comparison of the culture before and after the 2020 
ownership change. 

"The first six years were genuinely good—collaborative, customer-focused, real investment in training. 
After the ownership change, the focus shifted hard toward the numbers, and a lot of institutional 
knowledge left with people who'd been there twenty-plus years. The technology situation was the hardest 
part—a 2003-era system that made a routine homeowners policy take 45 minutes because of all the 
workarounds. I raised concerns about a shift toward looser underwriting guidelines and didn't feel heard, 
and eventually I moved on." 
— Jennifer Kwon, Former Senior Underwriter, 2014–2023 

Ms. Kwon's account is a valuable, unvarnished view from inside the underwriting function, and it points to 
something important for the transformation ahead: the people who built Torvin's original underwriting 
discipline still exist, many of them still in the industry, and a credible transformation that visibly reinvests in 
training, technology, and underwriting authority is a real opportunity to win some of that talent and trust 
back—not just retain who remains. 

A Current Employee's Perspective 

Not every internal voice describes decline without qualification. Marcus Webb, a claims team lead with eleven 
years at Torvin, offered a view that's consistent with the data above but also points directly at what would 
make the difference. 

"I've thought about leaving more than once, honestly. What's kept me here is that I still believe in what we 
do for people on their worst day—I've seen it work. What would change everything for my team is not 
being asked to fight our own systems to do that job. Give us technology that keeps up with the caseload, 
and I think you'd see people stay, and want to come back." 
— Marcus Webb, Claims Team Lead, 11 years at Torvin 

Mr. Webb's account is a useful corrective to reading the culture data as a simple story of disengagement: a 
meaningful share of Torvin's tenured claims staff describe the work itself, and the mission behind it, as the 
reason they've stayed—which means the technology and workload fixes recommended in the people and 
technology sections of this case study aren't fighting against employee sentiment, they're aligned with it. 

Customer Churn Analysis 

Voluntary non-renewal runs at 28% against an industry benchmark of 16%. Exit surveys attribute this to price 
(52%), service experience (23%), and claims experience (18%)—a distribution that again places the bulk of the 



problem in Torvin's own controllable processes rather than in factors outside its influence, such as broad 
market pricing pressure. 

Customer Survey Data (Q4 2024, n = 1,847) 

Metric Torvin Industry Avg 

Overall Satisfaction 5.9 / 10 7.8 / 10 

Value for Price 4.8 / 10 7.1 / 10 

Claims Satisfaction 5.2 / 10 7.4 / 10 

Ease of Doing Business 4.7 / 10 7.6 / 10 

Digital Experience 3.8 / 10 7.2 / 10 

Agent Support 7.8 / 10 8.1 / 10 

Net Promoter Score -18 +32 
 

The pattern across this data is consistent and, importantly, actionable: Torvin's agent-support score is nearly at 
parity with the industry, while every metric tied to Torvin's own direct systems and processes—digital 
experience, claims, ease of doing business—sits well below benchmark. That is not a company that has lost its 
relationships. It is a company whose direct systems have not kept pace with the relationships those systems are 
supposed to support. The fix is specific, not existential. 

 



Competitive Landscape 

Torvin competes in a personal and commercial lines market with several distinct, well-capitalized archetypes: 
scaled relationship carriers (State Farm), digitally native pricing leaders (Progressive, Geico), full-service 
nationals (Allstate), fast-growing insurtech challengers (Lemonade), and high-end specialty players (Chubb). 
Understanding exactly where Torvin sits relative to each is the basis for a defensible strategy, rather than an 
attempt to compete everywhere at once. 

 

Competitor Position Key Strength vs. Torvin Where Torvin Can Compete 

State Farm Market leader, 
mutual 

Scale, captive agent loyalty, brand Independent-agent markets State 
Farm's captive model underserves 

Progressive Digital pricing 
leader 

Usage-based insurance, fast digital 
quoting 

Agent-delivered service Progressive's 
direct model can't replicate 

Allstate Full-service national Diversified distribution, telematics Regional relationship depth in core 
Midwest markets 

Geico Low-cost direct 
writer 

Cost structure, advertising scale Full-service, agent-guided coverage 
Geico doesn't offer 

Lemonade Insurtech challenger AI-native quoting and claims speed Complex commercial and claims 
expertise Lemonade lacks 

Chubb High-end specialty Underwriting excellence, global 
platform 

Mass-market mid-tier risk Chubb 
doesn't pursue 

Competitor Detail 

State Farm—The Scale Leader 
State Farm's 16.1% personal auto share rests on a captive agent network of over 19,000 agents, deep brand 
trust, and a surplus base of roughly $124 billion that dwarfs any regional competitor's ability to compete on 
price or capacity. Its vulnerability is structural cost: a large captive agent force is expensive to maintain and 
slow to redirect, and its bureaucratic scale makes it a poor fit for the kind of fast, flexible underwriting that a 
smaller carrier can offer a niche independent agent relationship. 

Progressive—The Digital Pricing Leader 
Progressive's growth from 11.7% to 14.8% share since 2019 has been built on genuine technology 
advantage—usage-based insurance, instant digital quoting, and pricing sophistication that Torvin's legacy 
rating engine cannot currently match. Its vulnerability is that its direct and price-comparison model has less 
loyalty embedded in it; a customer who found Progressive on price can be found on price by someone else. 
That is precisely the vulnerability an agent-anchored relationship model is built to exploit, provided the 
technology gap closes enough to make the comparison fair. 

Geico—The Cost Leader 
Geico's Berkshire Hathaway backing and $2 billion annual advertising spend make it a low-cost, high-
awareness competitor that is very difficult to out-price. It is also a mono-line auto specialist with a 
comparatively underdeveloped homeowners book and a purely transactional customer relationship—exactly 
the gap a full-service, agent-guided, multi-line relationship is positioned to fill for customers who want more 
than the lowest price. 



Lemonade—The Insurtech Challenger 
Lemonade's growth rate (40%+ annually, albeit from a small base) demonstrates real customer appetite for AI-
native, instant-quote experiences—validating, rather than undercutting, the direction Torvin's own technology 
modernization is headed. Lemonade's own combined ratio, however, remains above 120%, a reminder that fast 
and modern is necessary but not sufficient; underwriting discipline and claims complexity handling—Torvin's 
traditional strengths—still matter enormously, especially outside simple personal lines risk. 

Torvin's Actual Position 

Torvin's most honest self-description today is a carrier caught between categories: not the lowest cost, not the 
most digitally advanced, not the largest. That is a real strategic problem, but it is also a solvable one, because 
the market gap Torvin's founders originally identified—genuine, personalized service backed by real financial 
discipline for mid-market customers who don't want a call center and don't need Chubb-level specialty 
underwriting—still exists and is still underserved. Progressive and Geico have proven that speed and price can 
win share; they have not proven that speed and price can replace a trusted local agent relationship for a 
customer navigating a real claim. That is Torvin's opening, and it is the basis for the positioning recommended 
later in this case study: technology-enabled agency partnership. 

Market Share Trend (Personal Auto, 2019–2024) 

Company 2019 2024 Trend 

State Farm 16.8% 16.1% Stable 

Progressive 11.7% 14.8% Growing 

Geico 13.9% 13.4% Slight decline 

Allstate 10.4% 10.2% Stable 

Torvin 1.8% 1.3% Declining 

Lemonade 0.1% 0.5% Rapid growth (small base) 
 

Torvin's share decline over this period is real and worth naming directly. It is also concentrated in exactly the 
areas already identified—digital experience, quote speed, retention—rather than reflecting any loss of the 
underlying agent trust that built the company. A strategy that closes the technology and service gap without 
trying to out-price Geico or out-scale State Farm has a credible path back to share stability, and eventually 
growth, within the company's existing niche. 

 



People, Culture, and Capability 

Torvin employs 2,340 people, the large majority in claims (36%) and underwriting (16.5%). This is a 
workforce with deep institutional knowledge—the median employee age is 49, seven years above the industry 
average, and roughly 18% of staff are eligible for retirement within three years. That combination is worth 
reading two ways: it is a real succession-planning challenge, and it is also a substantial reservoir of 
underwriting and claims expertise that a well-designed knowledge-transfer effort could capture before it walks 
out the door. 

Functional Distribution 

Function Headcount % of Total 

Claims 842 36.0% 

Underwriting 387 16.5% 

Sales/Distribution Support 294 12.6% 

IT/Technology 247 10.6% 

Customer Service 218 9.3% 

Finance/Actuarial 127 5.4% 

Other (Marketing, HR, Legal, 
Executive) 

225 9.6% 

Age and Tenure Profile 

Age Range Torvin % Industry Avg % 

22–29 7.0% 12.4% 

30–39 18.0% 27.8% 

40–49 25.0% 26.2% 

50–59 32.0% 22.1% 

60–67 16.0% 9.8% 

68+ 2.0% 1.7% 
 

The workforce skews meaningfully older than the industry, which the earlier framing treats as a knowledge 
asset worth protecting—but it also means succession planning is not optional. With 18% of staff retirement-
eligible within three years, concentrated heavily in underwriting and claims leadership, a structured 
knowledge-transfer and succession program is one of the highest-priority, lowest-cost interventions available, 
and is included explicitly in the people and culture pillar of the transformation plan. 

Performance Management and Employee Relations 

Torvin's current performance management process is a once-annual review cycle with limited manager training 
and low employee confidence in its fairness—only 41% of employees in the 2024 engagement survey agreed 
that performance ratings reflect actual contribution. Grievance and employee relations activity has increased 
over the past two years, tracking closely with the compensation and workload pressures described above rather 
than reflecting a broader cultural breakdown. A shift toward more frequent, developmental check-ins—paired 



with manager training and clearer promotion criteria—is a low-cost, high-trust-building component of the 
people and culture pillar. 

Compensation Positioning 

A 2024 market study found Torvin compensation running approximately 8–11% below market median across 
claims, underwriting, and IT roles—the gap most directly tied to the elevated voluntary turnover and the 
current claims-department organizing activity. Closing this gap is projected at roughly $14M in incremental 
annual compensation cost, a figure explicitly included in the five-year investment case, weighed against 
turnover-related replacement and training costs currently running an estimated $9M annually. 

Recruitment and Succession 

Time-to-fill for underwriting and claims roles has extended to 74 days, well above the 45-day industry 
benchmark, driven by a combination of below-market compensation and the reputational effect of the 
Glassdoor and employee-review trends noted above. Succession plans exist on paper for only a minority of 
critical roles, and are not systematically tested or updated. A funded, structured succession and internal-
mobility program—paired with the training investment restoration described below—is projected to reduce 
time-to-fill by roughly a third and reduce reliance on costly external recruiting for senior underwriting and 
claims roles. 

Engagement and Culture 

Employee engagement and retention have weakened meaningfully since 2020—voluntary turnover has 
climbed to 26% against an industry norm closer to 16%, and Glassdoor sentiment has fallen to 2.6 out of 5. 
Training investment was cut sharply during the cost-reduction period, from 48 hours per employee to 12, and 
internal promotion has slowed. These numbers describe real cultural strain following the ownership transition, 
and they are consistent with what Jennifer Kwon and other departing employees described directly. 

The useful framing here is not that Torvin's culture is broken beyond repair—it's that the culture was disrupted 
by a specific, identifiable sequence of decisions (centralized authority, eliminated training, compressed 
underwriting discretion) made under financial pressure, and each of those decisions can be revisited 
deliberately as part of a funded transformation. The projected outcomes later in this document show what a 
credible people-investment plan looks like: engagement moving from 5.2 to a targeted 8.2 out of 10, turnover 
from 26% to 12%, training hours restored well above pre-2020 levels. 

Skills and Talent Gaps 

A 2024 internal skills assessment found readiness gaps concentrated in three areas: data and analytics 
capability (nascent across the organization), modern underwriting technology fluency (limited by the legacy 
systems detailed in the next section), and digital-channel service skills. None of these are unusual gaps for a 
company whose technology stack stalled in the mid-2000s—they are the direct, predictable downstream effect 
of that technology gap, not a separate talent failure. 

Diversity and Talent Representation 

Torvin's leadership team and board are less diverse than the industry norm, and turnover among women and 
employees of color has run several points above the overall average, driven in exit interviews largely by 
limited advancement visibility rather than acute incidents. Formal pay equity analysis has not been conducted 



since 2019. These are addressable governance and process gaps—a refreshed DEI strategy, a current pay 
equity review, and more structured advancement pathways are standard, well-understood interventions, and are 
included in the people and culture pillar of the transformation plan later in this document. 

Labor Relations 

A union organizing effort is currently underway among claims staff at the Iowa headquarters, with 
authorization cards signed by roughly 45% of eligible employees. The drivers cited—claims workload, 
compensation lagging market by roughly 11%, technology frustration, and a sense of not being heard—are 
consistent with everything else in this section. The most effective response available to Torvin is not a 
defensive communications campaign; it is addressing the underlying compensation, staffing, and technology 
conditions directly, which would both improve the employee experience on its own merits and remove the 
conditions that made organizing attractive in the first place. 

 

The Throughline 
Nearly every people-related metric in this section traces back to two decisions made under acquisition-era 
financial pressure: eliminating training investment and centralizing authority without the technology to support 
it. Reversing those two decisions, credibly and visibly, does most of the work of rebuilding culture—it does not 
require reinventing who Torvin is as an employer. 

 



Technology and Data: The Foundation for a Digital Twin 

Nearly every operational gap identified elsewhere in this case study—slow quotes, claims cycle time, agent 
frustration, thin analytics—traces back to a single root condition: Torvin's core systems were built between 
1998 and 2011 and have not been meaningfully modernized since. This is the clearest, most tractable 
constraint in the entire business, and it is exactly the kind of constraint a disciplined, business-anchored 
technology program is built to remove. 

IT Organization and Investment 

Torvin's 2024 IT budget was $94.2M, or 5.0% of premium—in line with, even slightly above, the 4.2–4.8% 
industry benchmark. The more telling figure is how that budget is spent: the large majority goes to maintaining 
the legacy environment described below, with strategic, forward-looking technology investment representing 
well under 1% of premium. This is an important distinction for governance purposes—Torvin does not have an 
IT underinvestment problem in dollar terms; it has an allocation problem, spending adequately to keep old 
systems alive rather than to replace them. A 247-person IT organization, at a 9.5-employee-to-1-IT-staff ratio 
(better, numerically, than the 12:1 industry benchmark), has more capacity than its output would suggest—
again pointing to a governance and prioritization gap rather than a resourcing gap. 

Digital Channel Performance 

Metric Torvin Industry Avg 

Monthly website visitors 247,000 890,000 

Page load speed 6.8 sec 2.1 sec 

Quote start rate 3.2% 12.4% 

Quote completion rate 11% 48% 

Quote-to-bind rate 8% 24% 

Customer portal login rate 14% 58% 

Mobile app store rating 2.1 / 5.0 4.2 / 5.0 
 

Every metric in this table is a direct, measurable downstream effect of the legacy quoting and policy systems 
detailed below—not a separate marketing or design problem. A modernized quoting experience, built on the 
phased technology roadmap in this case study, should be expected to move each of these figures substantially 
before any additional marketing spend is needed to drive traffic. 

Cybersecurity Posture 

Torvin maintains baseline cybersecurity controls—endpoint protection, a security operations function of 18 
FTEs, and standard access controls—but has not yet achieved full compliance with the newer state-level 
cybersecurity regulations (including NY DFS-style frameworks) that a growing number of states are adopting. 
This is a bounded, well-scoped compliance gap rather than an active incident, and closing it is a defined 
workstream within the technology and legal pillars of the transformation plan, estimated at under $2M. 

 



Current Systems Landscape 

Line of Business System Implemented Status 

Personal Auto InsurancePlus v4.2 (Duck Creek 
legacy) 

2002 Vendor support ended; batch-
only 

Homeowners PolicyCenter v3.1 (Guidewire, 
legacy) 

2005 No longer supported by vendor 

Commercial Lines Custom-built (internal) 1998–2006 Maintained by two specialists; 
high key-person risk 

Workers' Comp RiskMaster (DXC) 2008 Functional, aging 

Claims ClaimCenter v6.0 (Guidewire) 2009 Vendor support expired 2019; 
91% uptime 

Cyber Manual (spreadsheet-based) 2019 No dedicated system—highest-
priority gap 

 

The personal auto system alone generates a quote in 8–12 minutes against a 90-second competitive benchmark, 
and carries over 1,800 accumulated customizations that make any upgrade path complex. The claims platform 
lacks mobile tools for field adjusters, photo-based damage estimation, and any fraud-detection capability—
gaps that cost an estimated $18 million annually in excess labor and an estimated $12 million in undetected 
fraud leakage. These are precise, quantifiable numbers, which is itself good news: a well-scoped, business-
anchored technology program has a clear, measurable target to hit. 

Project Phoenix (2020–2023): A Partial Success Worth Learning From 

Torvin's leadership recognized this technology gap early and moved to close it. Project Phoenix committed 
$180 million to replace legacy policy administration systems with modern Guidewire Cloud infrastructure—
the right instinct, backed by real capital commitment, and it produced genuine capability: a validated cloud 
architecture, a trained internal team with hands-on Guidewire Cloud experience, and a clear-eyed inventory of 
exactly what the legacy environment requires to retire safely. None of that work was wasted. 

Where Phoenix fell short of its ambition was in how it was structured, not in its underlying premise. It was 
governed as a technology replacement project, owned by IT and measured against a system cutover date, rather 
than as a business transformation with technology as one component alongside underwriting process redesign, 
claims workflow change, and agent adoption planning. Three CIO transitions over the project's life made 
continuity difficult, and a PE-driven push for faster ROI compressed timelines in ways that worked against the 
phased, business-validated rollout the initiative needed. The result was that value delivery lagged the capital 
invested—a well-documented pattern in large-scale core system replacements industry-wide, and a genuinely 
useful lesson rather than a wasted effort. 

 

The Real Lesson From Phoenix 
Phoenix proves something specific and actionable: technology replacement disconnected from business-goal 
ownership underdelivers, no matter how sound the underlying technology choice is. It does not prove that 
Torvin can't modernize—it proves that the next attempt needs business leadership, not just IT leadership, 
driving the definition of value at every stage. That is precisely the governance model the Valorys framework 
applies to the technology pillar later in this document, and it is the reason the Torvin digital twin is built to be 
owned by the business, not by IT alone. 



Data and Analytics 

Torvin's data warehouse runs on aging infrastructure with limited historical depth and no real-time capability, 
and the organization has just three data scientists supporting a $1.9 billion premium book. Predictive 
underwriting, claims triage, churn prediction, and fraud detection are all areas where competitors have moved 
to machine-learning-driven approaches while Torvin still relies on rules last substantially updated around 
2005. This is, again, a specific and well-scoped gap—and it is exactly the gap a properly architected digital 
twin closes: a single, current, trustworthy source of truth connecting financial results to the operational activity 
that produced them, available to leadership in real time rather than in a monthly static report. 

 



Organization, Distribution, and Legal Risk 

Organizational Structure 

Torvin operates a traditional functional structure with regional underwriting authority that was centralized in 
2021 in an effort to standardize decision-making. The intent was sound—reduce regional inconsistency—but 
centralization outpaced the technology needed to support it, leaving the centralized team overwhelmed and 
disconnected from local market conditions. This is a well-understood organizational design failure mode: 
centralizing decisions without centralizing the information those decisions require. The organizational design 
pillar of the Valorys framework (below) addresses this directly by rebalancing authority to where the 
information and accountability actually sit. 

Governance and Executive Team 

Torvin's board includes Silvercrest Partners representation reflecting its 65% ownership stake, alongside 
Harrington family representation and independent directors. The executive team has experienced meaningful 
turnover since 2020, including three CIO transitions and recent departures in the Chief Underwriting Officer 
and Chief Claims Officer roles—turnover that, per the people section of this case study, tracks closely with the 
broader compensation and cultural pressures affecting the wider organization. A governance structure that 
currently lacks a director with deep P&C insurance operating experience is one of the specific, addressable 
gaps the governance pillar of the transformation plan is designed to close. 

Span of Control and Decision Rights 

The 2021 centralization of underwriting authority (discussed above) increased average span of control for 
senior underwriting managers substantially, without a corresponding increase in the decision-support tooling 
those managers need to handle the added scope. The result, consistent with the claims and underwriting cycle-
time data presented earlier, is decision bottlenecks rather than decision improvement. Rebalancing span of 
control alongside the technology rollout—rather than before or after it—is a specific sequencing 
recommendation carried into the organizational design pillar. 

Sales and Distribution 

Independent agents remain Torvin's dominant and most valuable channel at 78% of premium, generating 
average annual revenue of $8.4M per active large agency relationship. Captive agents contribute 12% and 
direct channels 10%, though the direct channel has underperformed its growth targets—a predictable outcome 
given the digital experience gaps detailed in the technology section. The clearest, lowest-risk growth lever 
available to Torvin is deepening its existing agent relationships with better technology and support, rather than 
building out an unproven direct channel to compete head-on with Progressive and Geico. 

Independent Agent Channel Economics 
Torvin's 3,200+ independent agent relationships range widely in scale and engagement, with the top 15% of 
agencies by volume producing roughly 45% of independent-channel premium. Commission structures have 
compressed over recent years (from 15% to 10% for standard personal lines business) in the same period that 
agent-facing technology has stagnated—a combination that the agent interview earlier in this case study 
describes directly, and one that this case study recommends addressing as a package (technology investment 
paired with a stabilized, competitive commission structure) rather than treating commission and technology as 
separate negotiations. 



Marketing Function 
Torvin's marketing spend is modest relative to national competitors' multi-billion-dollar budgets, and 
reasonably so—a regional, agent-anchored carrier does not need Geico-scale brand advertising to succeed in its 
niche. The more relevant marketing gap is message-market fit: current marketing materials emphasize broad 
protection themes similar to larger national competitors, rather than the differentiated, technology-enabled 
agency partnership positioning recommended in the strategic alignment pillar. Realigning marketing 
messaging to this narrower, more defensible position is a low-cost, high-clarity fix that can proceed well ahead 
of the larger technology investments. 

Legal and Regulatory Risk Profile 

Torvin carries a legal and regulatory risk profile consistent with a mid-sized insurer navigating rapid change 
across a 42-state footprint. Active items include a market conduct examination in Illinois (claims handling and 
documentation findings), a reserve adequacy inquiry in Iowa, and a small number of employment-related 
matters typical of a workforce undergoing organizational change, including wage classification and 
discrimination claims currently in various stages of resolution. Aggregate estimated exposure across active 
matters is in the range of $8–15 million—a manageable figure relative to the company's balance sheet, and one 
that a strengthened compliance function and more consistent claims-handling practices (both addressed in the 
operational excellence pillar) would materially reduce going forward. 

 

Risk Area Status Path to Resolution 

Market Conduct (Illinois) Corrective action plan in process Claims workflow redesign already scoped in 
technology pillar 

Reserve Adequacy (Iowa) Independent actuarial review 
underway 

Standard regulatory process; outside actuary 
engaged 

Employment Matters Several in mediation or 
discovery 

Compensation and process fixes in people pillar 
reduce recurrence 

Contract Management No centralized repository CLM system implementation, ~$240K, 6-month 
project 

Data Privacy Compliance Partial compliance across state 
regimes 

Privacy program build-out, ~$380K, addressed in 
governance pillar 

 

None of these items are unusual for a carrier this size, and none require litigation-driven strategy to resolve—
they require the same discipline the rest of this case study recommends: clearer processes, better 
documentation, and technology that makes compliance a byproduct of normal operations rather than a separate 
manual burden. 

 



Seeing the Whole System: Value Stream Mapping 

Individual metrics tell you where a problem shows up. A value stream map shows you why. Torvin's personal 
auto policy lifecycle—its largest line at 45.3% of DWP—was mapped end to end, from first customer inquiry 
through renewal, to identify exactly where value is created and where it leaks. 

Current State: Personal Auto Policy Lifecycle 

Stage Current Cycle Time Benchmark Primary Friction 

Quote & Rating 8–12 minutes 90 seconds Legacy rating engine, repetitive 
manual entry 

Underwriting Review Up to 3 days (18% of quotes 
referred) 

Same-day Guidelines exist only as PDF 
documents, not embedded in 
workflow 

Binding & Payment ~45 minutes, manual Minutes, self-service No e-signature integration, manual 
payment processing 

Policy Issuance 3–5 days (batch) Real-time Overnight batch processing, mail-
dependent delivery 

Claims Handling 40% longer than industry 
average 

Industry average No mobile adjuster tools, no photo 
estimation, manual routing 

The pattern across every stage is the same: manual handoffs between systems that don't talk to each other, each 
one adding delay, cost, and error risk. A customer or agent starting a quote today has no visibility into where 
they are in the process and no way to track status without calling—which is precisely what drives the 78% 
quote abandonment rate on Torvin's website. 

The Rest of the Policy Lifecycle 

The friction identified above doesn't end at issuance. Mid-term endorsements (adding a vehicle, driver, or 
coverage change) require manual re-keying across systems that don't share data; billing and payment 
processing runs on a proprietary system built in 2004 with no mobile option and limited flexibility for modern 
payment plans; and the renewal process—the single highest-value moment in the customer relationship—
currently offers no proactive outreach or personalized review, leaving retention almost entirely in the hands of 
the agent relationship rather than supported by the carrier's own systems. Each of these is a smaller, faster fix 
than full core-system replacement, and each is included in the phased technology roadmap specifically because 
they can be addressed well ahead of the larger platform modernization. 

The Reinforcing Cycle—and Where It Breaks 

These frictions compound into a self-reinforcing pattern worth naming precisely, because naming it precisely 
is what makes it solvable rather than mysterious: slow, error-prone technology produces a weaker customer 
and agent experience; a weaker experience concentrates retention losses among the best risks (who have the 
most competitive alternatives) while retaining more price-sensitive, higher-risk business; that adverse selection 
pushes the loss ratio up; a higher loss ratio puts pressure on expense budgets; and expense pressure, if it falls 
on technology and training rather than on genuine waste, deepens the original constraint. 

The critical insight—and the reason incremental, single-department fixes have underperformed at Torvin 
before—is that this is one connected system, not five separate problems. But a connected system can be broken 
at any single point with enough force applied there, and the data in this case study points clearly to where that 



point is: the legacy policy administration and claims platforms are the shared root constraint underneath nearly 
every downstream symptom. Fix the constraint with the right governance model (the lesson from Project 
Phoenix), and the reinforcing cycle runs in the other direction just as powerfully—better technology, better 
experience, better retention, better risk mix, better loss ratio, more room to reinvest. 

Future State Vision 

Stage Current State Future State 

Quote & Rating 8–12 min, 78% abandonment Under 2 min, real-time, self-service 

Underwriting Review Up to 3 days, 18% manual referral Same-day, guidelines embedded in 
workflow 

Binding & Payment ~45 min manual Minutes, e-signature and digital payment 

Policy Issuance 3–5 days, batch Real-time, digital delivery 

Claims Handling 40% slower than industry avg At or better than industry average, mobile-
enabled 

 

A modernized value stream—real-time rating and underwriting decisioning, mobile-enabled claims handling, 
self-service policy issuance, and a connected data layer feeding all of it—is not a speculative destination. It is 
the standard operating model already in production at Progressive, Lemonade, and other competitors named 
earlier in this case study. The technology to close this gap is mature and well-proven; what Torvin has lacked 
is not the technology roadmap but the governance model to execute it as a business transformation rather than 
an IT project. That is exactly the gap Valorys, delivered through Voxyn and the Torvin digital twin, is built to 
close. 

 



How Voxyn and Valorys Actually Create Value 

Everything in this case study so far has been diagnosis—a clear, honest picture of where Torvin stands. This 
section is about the mechanism: how the Valorys value-creation system, delivered through Voxyn and 
grounded in a live digital twin of Torvin's business, actually changes how leadership sees and acts on that 
picture, day to day. 

What the Digital Twin Is 

The Torvin digital twin is a continuously updated model connecting the company's financial results, 
operational value streams, workforce data, and agent economics into a single coherent picture—the same 
underlying data already presented throughout this case study, but live rather than static, and structured so that a 
change anywhere (a claims cycle-time improvement, a rate filing, a retention shift) shows its effect across the 
rest of the business immediately, instead of surfacing three months later in a quarterly report. 

Voxyn is the interface to that twin: an AI advisory engine, governed by the Valorys system's principles of 
Clarity, Value, and Respect, that Torvin's leaders talk to directly. Its job is not to hand down answers. It is to 
ground every conversation in what the digital twin actually shows, ask the questions that get leadership to their 
own clearer thinking, and reframe fuzzy or reactive questions into ones the business can actually act on. 

A Representative Exchange 

The exchange below is illustrative—built from the kind of question Torvin's CEO, David Harrington, might 
reasonably bring to Voxyn in the early weeks of a Valorys engagement, and the kind of response the platform 
is designed to give. 

David Harrington, CEO: Our combined ratio is 107.4 percent and the board wants a plan to get back under 100 
within a year. Can you help me put together the cost-cutting targets we need to hit that? 

Voxyn: Before we set targets, I want to make sure we're solving the right problem. When you say "cost-cutting," 
is the goal to hit 100 percent as fast as possible, or to hit a combined ratio that's actually sustainable three years 
from now? Those can point to different plans, and I want to build the one you actually mean. 

David Harrington, CEO: Sustainable, obviously. I don't want a repeat of what happened after the last round of 
cuts. 

Voxyn: Good—that changes the analysis. Looking at your value stream data, the expense ratio is actually a 
relative strength: 29.3 percent against an industry median of 30.4. The gap to the industry combined ratio is 
concentrated almost entirely in the loss ratio, 78.1 versus 66.8. Cutting further into expenses would likely repeat 
the 2020–2023 pattern—where training and claims staffing cuts correlated with rising loss ratio and agent 
attrition, based on what's in your own five-year data. Can I ask: when the board says "cost-cutting," do they have 
a specific number in mind, or is combined ratio the actual target and cost-cutting is just the tool they know how 
to ask for? 

David Harrington, CEO: ...Honestly, I think combined ratio is the real target. Cost-cutting is just the lever 
we've always pulled. 

Voxyn: That's useful to know, because it opens up levers that have more room to move. Three areas in your 
digital twin show the clearest path to loss ratio improvement without repeating the expense cuts: claims cycle 
time, where your current process is running 40 percent slower than industry average and adding measurable cost 
per claim; underwriting referral volume, where 18 percent of quotes are routed to manual review because your 
guidelines live in PDF documents rather than in the quoting system itself; and retention among your best-
performing risk segments, where the agent interviews point to quote-speed and claims-delay as the reasons your 



strongest customers are leaving first. Would it be useful to build the plan around those three, with specific targets 
tied to each, rather than a single across-the-board cost target? 

David Harrington, CEO: Yes. Walk me through what that would actually look like. 

The exchange continues from there into a specific, phased plan—the kind detailed in the Valorys framework 
and roadmap sections that follow. What matters about this pattern is not the specific numbers; it's the shape of 
the interaction. Voxyn didn't accept the first framing of the problem. It asked a clarifying question that 
surfaced the CEO's actual goal, checked that goal against the company's own five-year data before proposing a 
direction, and only then offered a specific, evidence-grounded set of options—put back to the CEO as a 
question, not a directive. 

 

Why This Matters More Than the Answer 
The single most consistent failure identified in Torvin's history is not a lack of good instincts—the original 
Project Phoenix strategy, the 2021 centralization effort, the PE thesis itself were all reasonable calls made with 
incomplete visibility into how they'd ripple through the rest of the business. Voxyn's core function is to close 
that visibility gap at the moment a decision is being made, not three years later in a case study. That is the 
mechanism through which Valorys creates value: better judgment at the point of decision, built on a shared, 
current, honest picture of the business—not a better dashboard, and not a smarter consultant handing down 
conclusions. 

 

A Second Example: Reframing a Narrower Question 

Not every conversation with Voxyn involves a strategic question from the CEO. The same pattern holds at a 
more operational level, illustrated here with Torvin's Chief Underwriting Officer. 

Chief Underwriting Officer: Our manual referral rate is 18 percent of quotes. I want to cut that in half—can you 
help me loosen the referral triggers? 

Voxyn: I can help with that, but I want to check one thing first: is the goal fewer referrals, or faster decisions on 
the risks that genuinely need a second look? Loosening triggers gets you the first outcome quickly, but your 2023 
data shows a similar move correlated with loss ratio deterioration the following year. Would it help to look at 
which specific triggers are generating the most referral volume relative to how often they actually change the 
underwriting decision? 

Chief Underwriting Officer: That's actually the better question. Yes—show me that. 

Here again, the value isn't a faster answer—it's a better-aimed one. Voxyn's response drew on the same digital 
twin data discussed earlier in this case study, connecting a proposed underwriting change to its historical effect 
on loss ratio before recommending anything, and left the CUO with a more precise, lower-risk version of the 
question she actually needed answered. 

What This Looks Like Day to Day 

• Leadership brings a question—a board request, a rate filing decision, an agent complaint pattern—directly 
to Voxyn, in plain language, at the moment it comes up 

• Voxyn checks the question against the live digital twin before responding, rather than answering from 
general principle 



• Where the question itself is underspecified or reactive, Voxyn asks a clarifying question first—surfacing 
the real goal before proposing a plan 

• Recommendations are always traceable back to specific, current data in Torvin's own business, not 
generic industry playbooks 

• Every conversation becomes part of the institutional record, so the next leader facing a related question 
inherits the reasoning, not just the conclusion 

 



The Valorys Transformation Framework Applied to Torvin 

Valorys addresses institutional value creation across six integrated pillars. Torvin's situation is a useful 
illustration of why they need to move together: technology alone (Project Phoenix) underdelivered because it 
wasn't paired with organizational design, and organizational centralization (2021) underdelivered because it 
wasn't paired with the technology to support it. The six pillars below are sequenced for Torvin specifically, but 
designed to reinforce each other rather than run in isolation. 

Pillar 1: Strategic Alignment 

Torvin's clearest strategic opportunity is to commit fully to a position it already half-occupies: technology-
enabled agency partner. This means doubling down on independent agents (78% of premium), investing in the 
technology that makes agents more productive and customers better served, focusing on preferred and standard 
risk in Torvin's strongest geographic markets, and exiting the one line where the company has no real 
underwriting infrastructure—cyber, currently managed in spreadsheets with a loss ratio well above sustainable 
levels. 

Objective Current 5-Year Target 

Combined Ratio 107.4% 94–96% 

Market Share 1.3% 1.6%, stabilized and growing 

Retention Rate 72% 88% 

Agent Satisfaction 5.8 / 10 8.5 / 10 

Customer NPS -18 +35 

Portfolio Rebalancing 

Action Premium Impact Profitability Impact 

Exit cyber line (spreadsheet-managed, 
no real underwriting infrastructure) 

-$22M +$20M (eliminate losses) 

Re-underwrite weakest 10% of book -$187M +$34M 

Targeted rate increases in highest-loss 
segments 

+$89M +$27M 

Retention improvement from service 
and technology fixes 

+$142M +$48M 

New business growth through agent 
channel investment 

+$67M +$18M 

 

Net effect of portfolio rebalancing: roughly +$89M in premium and +$147M in profitability, contributing an 
estimated 8–9 points of combined ratio improvement on its own—before any of the technology or operational 
investments detailed in later pillars take effect. This sequencing matters: portfolio actions can move faster than 
a multi-year technology rollout, and delivering visible improvement in Year 1 builds the credibility the rest of 
the plan depends on. 

Pillar 2: Organizational Design 

The 2021 centralization of underwriting authority was a reasonable response to regional inconsistency, but it 
moved decision rights without moving the information and technology those decisions depend on. Valorys 



resets this by rebuilding underwriting authority around value-stream ownership rather than pure functional 
hierarchy—giving regional teams real-time visibility into pricing and loss data so authority and information 
move together, restoring the local market judgment that made Torvin's underwriting strong for its first three 
decades. 

Pillar 3: Technology Enablement 

This pillar picks up directly where Project Phoenix left off—using the cloud architecture and Guidewire 
expertise already built, but under a different governance model. Technology decisions are owned jointly by 
business and IT leadership, with each phase validated against measurable business outcomes (quote time, 
claims cycle time, retention) before the next phase begins, rather than a single big-bang cutover. 

Investment Area Estimated Cost Primary Benefit 

Personal auto platform modernization $64M Quote time from 8–12 min to under 2 
min; real-time processing 

Homeowners platform transformation $28M Catastrophe modeling integration, 
geo-coded risk data 

Claims mobile and workflow tools $18M Field adjuster efficiency, photo-based 
estimation, reduced cycle time 

Cyber underwriting system (replacing 
spreadsheets) 

$6M Real underwriting and reserving 
discipline for a growing line 

Agent technology platform $18M Faster quoting, real-time status 
visibility for agents and customers 

Data and analytics infrastructure 
(digital twin foundation) 

$14M Predictive underwriting, claims triage, 
churn prediction 

Pillar 4: People and Culture 

Reversing the training cuts and restoring underwriting discretion where the data supports it are the two highest-
leverage moves available. 

Initiative Investment Target Outcome 

Training program restoration $8M/year 48+ hours/employee, exceeding pre-
2020 levels 

Compensation adjustment to market 
median 

$14M/year Reduce turnover-driven recruiting and 
replacement cost 

Succession and knowledge-transfer 
program 

$3M De-risk 18% retirement-eligible 
workforce concentration 

Pay equity analysis and remediation $1.5M Close identified gender and role-based 
pay gaps 

DEI strategy and advancement 
pathways 

$2M/year Reduce elevated turnover among 
underrepresented staff 

 

A funded, multi-year training investment, a current pay equity analysis, and a genuine succession plan for the 
workforce nearing retirement are the concrete commitments this pillar carries. Addressing the compensation 
and workload issues behind the current claims department organizing effort belongs here as well—not as a 
defensive tactic, but because it's the right thing to fix regardless of the organizing outcome. 



Pillar 5: Operational Excellence 

Applying lean and value-stream principles directly to the personal auto lifecycle mapped earlier in this case 
study: eliminating the manual handoffs between rating, underwriting, and policy issuance; embedding 
underwriting guidelines directly into the workflow instead of leaving them in PDF documents; and building 
the mobile claims tools that let field adjusters work in real time instead of re-entering data later. Each of these 
targets a specific, already-quantified cost—the $18M in excess claims labor and $12M in fraud leakage 
identified in the technology assessment are the clearest early wins. 

Pillar 6: Governance and Leadership 

Sustained transformation needs patient capital and stable technical leadership—three CIO transitions in four 
years was a structural obstacle to Phoenix's success, not a footnote. This pillar recommends a five-year 
technology leadership commitment, an insurance-experienced board addition to strengthen technical oversight 
of the transformation, and a governance cadence—grounded in the Torvin digital twin and Voxyn—that gives 
the board and PE ownership the same current, honest picture of progress that leadership uses day to day, 
replacing static quarterly reporting with continuous visibility. 

 



Risk Assessment and Mitigation 

A credible transformation plan names its risks plainly rather than assuming success. The risks below are real, 
and each has a specific, named mitigation already built into the plan described in this case study—this is what 
distinguishes a managed risk from an unmanaged one. 

Strategic Risks 

Risk Mitigation 

Competitive share loss continues during 
transformation 

Early wins sequenced into Phase 1 (claims workflow, cyber 
exit) to show visible progress within 6 months 

PE ownership pressure for faster returns Digital twin gives ownership continuous, current visibility, 
reducing the information gap that has historically driven 
premature funding cuts 

Market positioning fails to differentiate Technology-enabled agency partner positioning tested directly 
against agent and customer interview data before launch 

Operational Risks 

Risk Mitigation 

Technology rollout disrupts current operations Phased, validated approach with go/no-go checkpoints—the 
direct lesson from Project Phoenix's big-bang failure mode 

Key-person dependency in legacy commercial lines 
system 

Knowledge transfer and documentation project launched in 
Phase 1, independent of the broader modernization timeline 

Claims backlog persists during platform transition Interim mobile and workflow tools deployed ahead of full 
platform replacement to relieve pressure sooner 

Financial Risks 

Risk Mitigation 

Reserve adequacy findings require strengthening Independent actuarial review already underway; conservative 
reserving built into financial projections 

RBC ratio approaches Company Action Level before 
turnaround takes hold 

Cyber line exit and worst-performing-segment re-
underwriting deliver combined ratio improvement in Year 1, 
ahead of the larger technology payback 

Investment required exceeds plan Phased capital deployment tied to validated milestones limits 
exposure to any single phase 

Organizational Risks 

Risk Mitigation 

Union organizing outcome adds cost or complexity Compensation and workload issues addressed directly and 
proactively, independent of the organizing timeline, because 
they are the right fix regardless 

Change fatigue after Project Phoenix Early, visible reinvestment in training and technology tools 
rebuilds credibility before larger asks are made 



Risk Mitigation 

Talent departures during transition period Succession planning and compensation adjustments front-
loaded into Phase 1 and Phase 2 

The Governing Principle 
None of these risks are hidden or newly discovered—every one of them is already visible in the data presented 
earlier in this case study. Naming them here, with a specific mitigation attached to each, is itself an application 
of the Valorys principle of Clarity: a transformation plan that pretends risk away is not a credible one, and 
Torvin's leadership and ownership deserve a plan that has already done this thinking rather than one that will be 
surprised by it later. 

 



Implementation Roadmap 

A five-year transformation, structured to deliver visible wins early and build credibility for the phases that 
follow—a direct response to the sequencing failures that limited Project Phoenix's impact. 

 

Phase Timeframe Focus 

Phase 1: Foundation Months 1–6 Digital twin build-out, Voxyn deployment to executive team, 
cyber line exit, initial claims workflow fixes 

Phase 2: Core Systems Months 6–18 Phased personal auto and homeowners platform modernization; 
underwriting guideline digitization; claims mobile tools 

Phase 3: Scale & Culture Months 18–36 Training investment restoration; organizational design 
rebalancing; agent technology rollout 

Phase 4: Optimize Months 36–48 Predictive underwriting and claims triage; retention-focused 
pricing refinement; DEI and succession programs mature 

Phase 5: Sustain Months 48–60 Full digital twin governance cadence in place; combined ratio 
target range achieved; continuous improvement embedded 

Governance Cadence 

A standing transformation steering committee—CEO, CFO, CUO, CIO, and PE ownership representation—
meets monthly, grounded in the same digital twin data available to Voxyn, so progress reporting is continuous 
rather than retrospective. This replaces the static PowerPoint reporting model identified as a gap in the HR and 
technology sections earlier in this case study. 

Critical Success Factors 

• Business ownership of every technology decision, not IT-only governance—the direct lesson from Project 
Phoenix 

• Phased, validated rollout rather than a single cutover, with go/no-go criteria at each phase 

• Stable technical leadership commitment for the full five-year window 

• Visible, early reinvestment in people (training, compensation) to rebuild trust ahead of asking for patience 
on technology timelines 

• Continuous board and ownership visibility through the digital twin, reducing the risk of the funding 
volatility that affected Phoenix 

 



Projected Outcomes 

The projections below follow directly from the value stream analysis, technology roadmap, and people 
investments detailed throughout this case study—each tied to a specific mechanism, not an aspirational target 
set independently of the plan. 

Financial Outcomes 

Metric Current (2024) Year 3 (2027) Year 5 (2029) 

Combined Ratio 107.4% 99.5% 92.5% 

Enterprise Value ~$400M ~$750M ~$1.2B+ 

Surplus $453M $620M $890M 

RBC Ratio 287% 340% 410% 
Cumulative financial benefit over the five-year plan is projected at $701M against an investment of $254M—a 
176% return, driven primarily by loss ratio improvement rather than expense reduction, consistent with the 
diagnosis earlier in this case study. 

Customer and Agent Outcomes 

Metric Current Year 5 

Customer NPS -18 +38 

Retention Rate 72% 88% 

Agent Satisfaction 5.8 / 10 8.6 / 10 

Top-Agent Business Share 14% 28% 

Employee Outcomes 

Metric Current Year 5 

Engagement Score 5.2 / 10 8.2 / 10 

Voluntary Turnover 26% 12% 

Training Hours / Employee 12 64 

Glassdoor Rating 2.6 / 5.0 4.3 / 5.0 

Operational Outcomes 

Metric Current Year 5 

Straight-Through Processing 15% 87% 

Error Rate 11% 1% 

Time to Launch New Product 24+ months 4 months 

System Uptime 91.4% 99.6% 
These are not projections built independently of the diagnosis—each metric traces directly back to a specific 
mechanism named earlier in this case study: claims mobile tools driving straight-through processing, digitized 



underwriting guidelines driving error-rate reduction, and restored training investment driving engagement and 
retention gains. 

 



The Investment Case 

Item Detail 

Investment Required $254M over 5 years 

Financial Return $701M cumulative benefit, 176% ROI 

Strategic Outcome Enterprise value $400M → $1.2B+; market position stabilized 

PE Exit Scenario From current distressed valuation toward a 12%+ IRR outcome 
 

For context on what's at stake if the current trajectory continues without intervention: Torvin's Risk-Based 
Capital ratio has moved from 425% in 2019 to 287% today. If the underwriting trend of the past five years 
simply continued unaddressed—no transformation, no change in course—that ratio would likely approach the 
200% Company Action Level within roughly two to three years, at which point regulators would require a 
formal improvement plan, and the company's strategic options would narrow considerably. That is a real, 
credible risk, and it is exactly why the timing of this transformation matters. It is not, however, a foregone 
conclusion—it is a scenario that becomes very unlikely the moment a funded, well-governed transformation 
plan is underway, which is the entire purpose of this case study. 

Conclusion: A Credible Path, Not a Verdict 

Torvin Insurance Group is a company with a genuinely strong foundation—three decades of earned agent trust, 
a real underserved niche, disciplined expense management even through a difficult stretch—carrying a 
specific, well-understood set of gaps: aging core technology, underwriting and claims processes that haven't 
kept pace with the business's own growth, and a first attempt at modernization that had the right instinct but the 
wrong governance model. 

Every metric in this case study that looks difficult in isolation—the combined ratio, the retention rate, the agent 
feedback—traces back to that same small set of root causes, which is the best possible news a company in this 
position can have. It means the problem is not diffuse, mysterious, or a matter of talent or intent. It is a systems 
problem, with a system-level solution already proven to work in comparable transformations. 

Three Things Worth Holding Onto 

• Piecemeal fixes have underperformed at Torvin before, not because change is impossible, but because 
technology, organization, people, and governance were each addressed in isolation. Valorys addresses all 
six pillars together, which is the direct lesson of Project Phoenix rather than a rejection of it. 

• Time matters. The RBC trend described above means the window to transform from a position of 
strength, with full strategic optionality, is measured in a small number of years, not decades. Starting now 
preserves options; waiting narrows them. 

• The foundation is real. Torvin's agent relationships, claims-first culture, and regional franchise are not 
damaged beyond use—they are exactly the assets this transformation is built to protect and strengthen, not 
replace. 

 



What Voxyn and Valorys Change 

The deepest value this engagement offers isn't a single technology upgrade or a cost-cutting exercise—it's a 
durable improvement in how Torvin's leadership sees its own business and makes decisions about it. As the 
sample exchange earlier in this case study illustrates, that means questions get reframed before they get 
answered, recommendations stay anchored to what the data actually shows, and the reasoning behind every 
decision becomes part of the institutional record rather than tribal knowledge that leaves when a person does. 
That is a durable capability, not a one-time fix—and it is why this transformation, unlike Project Phoenix, is 
built to compound rather than to plateau. 

The choice in front of Torvin's leadership and ownership is straightforward: commit to a funded, well-
governed, five-year transformation with a credible, data-grounded plan behind it—or continue on the current 
path and accept a narrowing set of options over time. This case study makes the case, as directly and honestly 
as the data allows, that the first path is not just achievable but already substantially underway in the capability, 
relationships, and culture Torvin still has intact today. 

The recommendation is straightforward: begin. Board approval, funding commitment, and Phase 1 launch 
within the next 60 days preserve the full range of strategic options described in this case study. Every quarter 
of delay narrows that range somewhat—not to zero, but enough that starting now is meaningfully better than 
starting later. Torvin has the foundation. What it has lacked is the system to see itself clearly and act on what it 
sees. That is what this transformation provides. 

Appendix: Glossary and Methodology 

Key Terms 

Term Definition 

Valorys Vterra's value-creation system—a six-pillar framework for aligning strategy, 
organization, technology, people, operations, and governance around a shared, 
evidence-based view of an institution 

Voxyn Vterra's AI advisory engine—the conversational interface through which leadership 
interacts with the Valorys system and the organization's digital twin 

Digital Twin A continuously updated model connecting an organization's financial, operational, 
workforce, and customer data into a single, current picture, so a change in one area 
shows its effect across the rest of the business in real time 

GSO (Goal–Strategy–
Outcomes) 

The operating model Valorys uses to connect enterprise-level goals to business-unit 
strategy and measurable outcomes 

Combined Ratio The sum of an insurer's loss ratio and expense ratio; below 100% indicates an 
underwriting profit, above 100% an underwriting loss 

Risk-Based Capital (RBC) 
Ratio 

A regulatory solvency measure comparing an insurer's capital to the risk inherent in 
its business; ratios below 200% trigger increasing levels of regulatory oversight 

Combined Ratio Points A one-point change in combined ratio on Torvin's premium base (~$1.9B) represents 
roughly $19M in underwriting profit or loss 

A Note on This Case Study 

Torvin Insurance Group is an illustrative composite scenario, built to demonstrate how the Valorys system and 
Voxyn engage with a realistic mid-market institutional challenge. The financial figures, interview accounts, 



and operational data throughout this document are constructed for demonstration purposes and do not describe 
any actual company. The patterns they illustrate—the interaction between legacy technology and customer 
experience, the risk of treating transformation as an IT-only initiative, and the value of a continuously current, 
business-owned view of an organization—are drawn from well-documented, real patterns across the insurance 
industry and institutional transformation efforts more broadly. 

This case study was developed to be read in whichever depth serves the reader: the Executive Summary and 
the section on how Voxyn and Valorys create value are sufficient for a first read; the full financial, operational, 
and functional detail throughout the rest of the document supports a deeper due-diligence read for those 
evaluating the Valorys system directly. 
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