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To meet the needs of today’s consumers — and keep up with the swiftly changing market and 

technological advancements — insurers are pursuing core system digital transformation in record 

numbers.  

While these projects are exceedingly complex, organizations know that they must adopt newer 

technology to continue growing in a competitive market. To hedge against failure, insurers spend 

upward of 12 months or more vetting and selecting core vendors that are likely to help them realize 

their goals. Despite thoughtful selection tactics, many find that implementation times become 

extended, often far beyond what they may have originally anticipated — if the projects finish at all. 

Speed to value in core system implementation is key for capitalizing on business opportunities 

and new market share, improving efficiency, reducing cost, improving employee morale, and 

boosting customer satisfaction and loyalty. For every month that an implementation drags on, more 

resources, effort, money, and energy are spent on the project instead of propelling the business 

forward, and the more likely it won’t make it to completion at all.  

This report explores go-live metrics of cloud-based system implementation projects in the general 

property and  casualty (P&C) core insurance technology market. Implementation findings and 

trends offer key areas of consideration for insurers to make more informed speed-to-value 

decisions in the vendor selection process.  

Introduction 

Lengthy Digital System Implementations Have Grave Consequences 
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The report leverages publicly available data from five prominent insurance core system vendors 

to understand the current implementation landscape and provides an objective analysis of 

implementation timelines and outcomes.  

It is common practice for core vendors to publish two press releases (PRs) related to an 

implementation project. The first announces an insurer’s decision to work with the vendor on a 

specific software implementation project. The second announces a successful milestone or full 

project completion and deployment of the software.

Between May and August 2024, we reviewed a total of 329 PRs published from 2014 to 2023 by 

five leading P&C core system vendors in the United States. These PRs referenced the initiation or 

deployment of core system digital transformations.* From these, there were 215 “selection” PRs that 

announced a vendor’s and customer’s intention to work together, and there were 114 “go-live” PRs that 

announced the successful deployment of either a milestone or full project.  

A total of 48 identified pairings included both a “selection” and “go-live” release for a specific P&C 

implementation project. Focusing on these 48 pairings that had clear, vendor-announced initiation 

and successful deployment dates enabled verifiable project implementation timelines to ensure the 

accuracy of the analysis. 

As it is unlikely that a vendor would generate press for projects with less-than-ideal outcomes, it can 

be assumed that the PR pairs included in the analysis are representative of each vendor’s best-case 

scenarios. It is hypothesized that vendor implementation data not available for public consumption 

would illustrate poorer outcomes overall.    

The following insurance businesses represent the client types comprising the 48 PR pairs included in 

the study:  

44  carriers

3    managing general agents (MGAs)/program administrators

1    broker  

An in-depth review of each PR was completed to collect data on the following metrics: 

Duration

Scope (full suite or module-specific)

Geography (single vs. multi-state)

Relationship (new client vs. expansion) 

 Research Methodology
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These same four data points (duration, scope, geography, and relationship) were also collected for 

Origami Risk implementation projects conducted between 2021 and 2024. A total of 27 Origami Risk-

vended implementations were included in our study, comprised of the following insurance business 

types:  

19  carriers 

 8   MGAs

*Exceptions were made to include 10 “selection” PRs from 2010 to 2014 and one “go-live” PR from 2024 

to complete pairings that were either initiated or completed during our original timeframe.
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Overall Implementation Times
Speed-To-Market Varies Greatly Among Providers

There was wide variability in 

average implementation length 

among top P&C providers. Three 

of the six providers averaged 

approximately one year for a core 

system implementation project, 

while the other three providers 

ranged from one-and-a-half to 

two-and-a-half years average 

implementation time.  

The shortest implementations were relatively close in duration, indicating that timely projects are 

possible across the board. The longest implementations varied significantly, with a difference of 

over five years noted between Vendor 1 and Vendor 3. While each vendor is capable of shorter 

implementation projects, implementation approach, technology architecture, delays, governance 

practices, internal alignment, and unforeseen risks can complicate projects and extend timelines.  

Vendor 2
5 projects

Vendor 3
9 projects

Vendor 1
30 projects

Vendor 4
2 projects

Vendor 5
2 projects

ORIGAMI RISK
27 projects

929

578

364

280

743

351

days 1,0000

Vendor 2

Vendor 3

Vendor 1

Vendor 4

Vendor 5

ORIGAMI 
RISK

2,501182

63 609

324236

482 1,004

91 1,040

183 1,425

Longest

Shortest

Average Implementation Duration by Vendor

Shortest & Longest Implementation Duration
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Project Scope
More Carriers Opt for Smaller Scope Projects

Providers completed more module-specific projects than 

full suite implementations. 

Resource availability, satisfaction with the current solution, 

technology age and performance, expansion goals, cost, 

and speed to value drive most carriers’ decisions between 

a module-specific core system transformation and a full 

suite implementation that encompasses claims, policy, 

and billing modules. As more employees enter retirement 

— 50% of the insurance industry workforce is projected to 

enter retirement by 2028 — the challenges of finding skilled 

workers to manage daily operations and support a large-

scale implementation project are becoming greater. 

Vendor 3Vendor 1

Vendor 4 ORIGAMI
RISK

All Vendors

72%

28%

47%
53%

29%

71%

100%

Vendor 2

Vendor 5

40%

60%

50% 50%

96%

4%

Full Suite Module-Specific

Limited resources and leaner teams mean most carriers have the greatest success implementing 

one module at a time. Larger carriers that can dedicate more abundant resources to the 

implementation project may see better results with a full suite implementation.

Full Suite vs. Module-Specific 
Projects
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Implementation time by project type varied. For most vendors, full suite implementations took the 

longest, while claims modules were the quickest to deploy.

The number of lines of business (LOBs) included in the implementation also impacts the scope of 

work. Projects that involve several LOBs are generally more complex and time-consuming than those 

that focus on one LOB for the initial deployment. 

Vendor 2

Vendor 3

Vendor 1

Vendor 4

Vendor 5

ORIGAMI
RISK

Full Suite

Claims

Policy

Billing

Policy + Billing

Claims + Billing

Implementation Duration by Project Type

*four data sets were not included in the project scope analysis due to the project type falling outside of the full suite vs. module-specific 
categories.
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865

1,243

295
437

1,425

536

471
336

372
240

236

1,004
482

455
318
326

601



Geography
Geography Is Not a Predictor of Implementation Timelines

While some providers may expect a multi-state implementation to take longer than a single-state 

implementation, generally, the difference in time to deploy a new software solution for single-

state operations compared to two or more states was unremarkable. Out of the four vendors that 

implemented both (Vendors 1, 3, 4, and Origami Risk), two of these vendors took longer to implement 

single-state projects, and two took longer to implement multi-state ones.

Given the lack of clear trends in the data, the variances are likely due to the projects themselves 

rather than those arising from geography. Insurers with the flexibility to consider the geographic 

scope of the transformation can be served best by determining if an MVP single-state release is of 

value in their strategy. In many cases, the multi-state implementation may be the more seamless 

approach.

No providers completed more single-state implementations than multi-state ones. This comes as 

no surprise: The logistical hurdles that arise when insurers deploy new core systems for just one state 

instead of their entire service area can cause major organizational disruptions. Duplicated processes 

and workflow disruptions are common when businesses must manage and support both the old 

Vendor 2

Vendor 3

Vendor 1

Vendor 4

Vendor 5

ORIGAMI
Risk

1,054

882

578

471

351

236

324

743

240

463

Implementation Duration by Geography

Multi-State

Single-State
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system and the new system, and businesses generally fare much better when the new system is up 

and running for all products and service areas from the initial deployment. To adjust the scope of an 

implementation based on resource availability, insurers can focus on deploying one module at a time 

across all lines and states, instead of deploying a full suite for one state or with one line of business.

100%

50% 50%

Vendor 3Vendor 1

Vendor 4 ORIGAMI
RISK

All Vendors

79%

21%

31%

69%

11%

89%

100%

Vendor 2

Vendor 5

63%

There are some instances, though, where a pilot or 

initial launch for one state or line of business may 

be beneficial. A smaller deployment may be better 

suited to expedite the implementation for certain 

products and markets that align with a top-line 

growth strategy, or if the business is very risk averse 

and prefers to deploy the system on a smaller 

scale to ensure all the kinks have been worked out 

before launching in all areas. Implementations 

involving multiple states with different regulatory 

requirements may also factor into a decision for an 

initial deployment on a smaller scale.

Single-State vs. Multi-State 
Implementation

Multi-StateSingle-State

37%

*Eight data sets were not included in the geography analysis due to 
the number of states for initial deployment being unknown
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New vs. Expansion Projects
Expansion Projects Are Typically Faster Than New Implementations

As expected, expansion projects with current vendors were faster than starting fresh with a new 

provider in most cases. New projects generally take longer than expansions because they involve a 

significant amount of data migration.

Vendor 2

Vendor 3

Vendor 1

Vendor 4

Vendor 5

ORIGAMI
RISK

However, this dynamic was reversed for Vendor 1, who fell well outside of the industry average. Vendor 

1 expansion projects were significantly more time-consuming than new client projects, but why?

There are three primary reasons an expansion project would take longer than a new implementation: 

the vendor doesn’t provide existing clients with the same level of attentive service as they do new 

ones, the originally implemented solution lacks the agility to seamlessly incorporate additional 

modules, or both.

Vendors that prioritize their existing clients just as highly as new clients, and that utilize flexible cloud-

based systems, however, are capable of expedited expansions and updates. 

Expansion vs. New Implementation Duration

New

Expansion

1,182

782

527

611

313

379

236

324

482

1,004

146

367
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Conclusion 

Insurers Have Come to Accept Longer Than Necessary Implementations  

All too often, insurers have been forced to accept unnecessarily long implementation timelines as the 

norm, despite the significant business risks these delays create. Modernizing core system technology 

has never been more critical. With market demands accelerating and industry expertise increasingly 

being lost to retirement, insurers pursuing core system digital transformation can no longer afford 

implementation projects that stretch far beyond planned timelines — if they even each completion at all.

Cloud-native solutions offer distinct advantages. While many P&C insurance technology vendors 

are migrating their offerings to the cloud, this transition alone doesn’t guarantee efficiency. There’s 

a measurable difference between solutions that were designed for the cloud from inception versus 

those that have been retrofitted from legacy architectures. The latter still tend to be disjointed and 

inflexible in ways that are more likely to contribute to lengthy projects and failed implementations.

The success of core system modernization does not hinge on technology alone. Also critical is finding 

a technology partner that not only understands the unique business needs of insurers but has also 

demonstrated the ability to deliver timely implementations based on effective methodologies.

These distinctions matter significantly in practice. Origami Risk’s cloud-native platform, combined 

with a proven approach to implementation, simplifies the complexities of digital transformation 

and expedites implementation across all lines of business. As shown in this report, the results are 

implementation timelines averaging 351 days — almost eight months faster than the general market 

average.

The data presented in this report provide benchmarks to help insurers make informed decisions 

in their vendor selection process, prioritizing partners that can truly deliver on the promise of rapid 

speed to value. For those looking to avoid, or break free from, extended implementation timelines, 

the path forward is clear. By selecting solutions built for efficiency and partners with proven 

implementation success, insurers can accelerate their digital transformation journey and start 

realizing the benefits of modern P&C insurance technology without the delays and resource drain 

that have characterized these projects in the past.
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About Origami Risk 

Origami Origami Risk is a modern cloud platform for insurers, MGAs, Pools, and TPAs looking for speed-

to-value advantage in modernizing legacy core systems and launching new products. Origami’s 

multi-tenant SaaS architecture offers a lower cost of ownership that alleviates painful upgrades or 

expensive IT resourcing while continuously delivering new innovative development. The Origami core 

platform for policy, billing, claims, risk management, and loss control is built for scalability allowing 

customers to extend business footprints, easily integrate with the insurance ecosystem, and un-silo 

data to yield powerful business insights. 

Learn more at origamirisk.com.
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