Self-Service Without the Risk

ConfigurationCenter: A blueprint for Core System Agility

Abstract

Enabling governed business self-service without sacrificing production
stability or compliance

Chatterjee, Hirak (he/him/his)
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1. Executive Summary

P&C carriers are trapped in a paradox of their own making. Business teams demand the agility
to modify underwriting rules, pricing parameters, feature flags and operational configurations in
near real time — competitive markets and volatile risk landscapes demand nothing less. Yet,
every change, however trivial, is routed through software development pipelines that take three
to four months to reach production. The result is a business operating at analog speed in a
digital market.

The instinct to unlock self-service is correct. But self-service without guardrails is not agility — it
is fragility. Misconfigured business rules can quietly distort pricing, deny legitimate claims or
trigger regulatory non-compliance before anyone notices. The absence of audit trails creates
liability. Environment drift between test and production turns quality assurance into theatre.

This paper presents a production-ready framework that resolves the paradox. The answer is not
a binary choice between speed and safety — it is layered architecture that grants business
teams genuine autonomy within mathematically bounded guardrails, backed by Al assisted
change intelligence and a continuous environment synchronization engine.

The Three-Pillar Recommendation

1. Classify every configurable item by risk tier - grant self-service rights proportional to impact,
not convenience.

2. Deploy a Configuration Governance Platform: a purpose-built control plane with simulation,
approval workflows, immutable audit, and Al-driven impact analysis.

3. Implement continuous environment synchronization so that what is tested in NPE is always,
provably, what runs in production.

Carriers that adopt this framework can expect to compress business change cycles from
months to hours for low-risk changes, reduce configuration related production incidents by 80-
90% and achieve audit completeness that satisfies NAIC market conduct examination
standards, all while operating the platform with a team of 3-5 engineers in steady state.
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2. Problem Deep Dive

The Locked-Configuration Syndrome

In most mid-to-large P&C carriers, the configuration of core business logic — underwriting rules,
pricing caps and limits, claims triage rules, fraud thresholds etc. is encoded directly in application
source code or embedded in configuration files that are subject to the same version control and
release management disciplines as the application code itself.

This made sense twenty years ago when change was rare, today it is an architectural liability.

The root causes are structural, not behavioral:

Configuration and code were never separated. Business rules evolved organically inside
application logic over decades of incremental development. Extracting them now requires
engineering effort that competing priorities defer indefinitely.

Release governance was designed for code safety. Testing pipelines, change advisory
boards and environment promotion gates serve important functions, but they were not
designed to accommodate the velocity of business parameter changes.

Ownership is ambiguous. Business teams own the intent of a rule; IT owns its
implementation. Neither party has end-to-end accountability for a business parameter
change, so both proceed conservatively.

There is no trusted self-service capability. Without a purpose-built platform, the only path
from business intent to production change is a Jira intake. The backlog is a bottleneck.

Current State: Typical Configuration Ownership and Change Flow

Current Owner Change Mechanism Avg. Cycle Risk Level
Time
Business Rules IT (with business JIRA ticket — Dev — 3—4 months HIGH — any
input) Test — Release error ships to
prod
Pricing Actuarial via IT Spreadsheet — IT 6—8 weeks HIGH — silent
/Underwriting ticket —» SDLC mispricing risk
Parameters
Feature Flags IT only Code deploy 2—4 weeks MEDIUM —
requires full
release
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Advice & Marketing via IT Content ticket — Dev 4—-6 weeks LOW — but
Messaging — Test slower than
needed
Compliance IT (legal input) SDLC + CAB approval 3—4 months | CRITICAL —
Rules regulatory
exposure
Runtime Config IT/DevOps Config file in Git — 1-2 weeks MEDIUM — ops
deploy pipeline risk if wrong

Why Existing Approaches Fall Short
Three approaches are commonly attempted within existing framework, and each fails for structural
reasons:

Agile/SAFe acceleration

Shortening the sprint cadence helps but doesn’t break the fundamental constraint. Even a 2 week
sprint with same-day deployment still requires the change to be coded, tested and reviewed. The
irreducible floor is weeks, not hours plus this created additional pressure on teams to push things
faster and often impact analysis is weak causing issues in production.

Ad-hoc database edits

Some carriers allow trusted business users to edit configuration tables directly in production
databases. This solves speed but destroys all other governance properties simultaneously. It is in
effect uncontrolled self-service.

Commercial low-code rule engines

These tools (Drools, FICO Blaze, Corticon etc.) solve the externalization problem, rules are no
longer in code, but they do not solve the governance problem. They provide a rule-editing canvas
without the control plane. No mandatory pre-flight simulation, no environment sync, no impact
analysis, no integrated approval workflow with immutable audit.

The cost of waiting
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Industry experience consistently shows that a significant portion of insurance operating costs and
inefficiencies are embedded within a relatively small number of core business processes. Carriers
with stronger digital capabilities achieve faster premium growth, improved underwriting performance,
and lower operating costs, with analytics and automation serving as key differentiators.

Yet many organizations continue to struggle with configuration agility, resulting in lengthy delays
when introducing new products, adjusting business rules, or responding to market changes.

At a carrier with $2 billion in gross written premium, a single quarter's delay in pricing correction for a
deteriorating loss segment can represent $15-$25 million in adverse combined ratio impact
(assuming 1-1.5 point adverse loss ratio effect sustained across a quarter)

The opportunity cost of delayed product launches and inability to respond to competitive pricing
moves adds further, harder to quantity drag.

The $15-25M impact estimate is modelled from industry benchmarks, not carrier-specific data.
Actual impact will vary by line, volume, and margin structure. Carriers should construct their own
business case using their own combined ratio sensitivity data.

3. Why a rushed self-service solution fails

Carriers that have attempted self-service without a governance framework consistently encounter
three failure modes:

Failure Mode 1: Silent Misconfiguration

A business analyst modifies a pricing factor in a production configuration database. The change is
syntactically valid. There is no validation layer. The factor interacts with 3 downstream applications
in ways the analyst didn't anticipate. Policies written in the following 48 hours are mispriced. The
error surfaces two weeks later in a business report. By then correcting it requires both a
configuration rollback, a data patch for existing policies and potentially an uncomfortable phone call
to the customers.

Failure Mode 2: Audit Vacuum

A regulatory examiner requests the change history for a specific underwriting rule over a 24-month
period. The carrier cannot produce it. The rule was changed 4 times by 3 different business users.
Pre-change values are not captured. There are also no documented audit timestamps, business
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justification, or approver identity. The examination finds results in a corrective action plan and
reputational risk.

Failure Mode 3: Environmental Drift

A development team completes a six-month enhancement, testing passes and the change is
promoted to production. Within 24 hours a high-severity incident occurs; A critical underwriting rule is
behaving differently in production than in SIT.

Investigation reveals that a business user made twelve configuration changes directly in production
over the preceding two months. None of those changes were replicated to test env because
development team never knew about those. The test results were invalid because test environment
was not like-for-like with production.

4. Solution Landscape: ConfigurationCenter

ConfigurationCenter is a governed self-service layer between business users and the core insurance
platform (Configuration As A Service).

As a centralized configuration store and rules engine, it routes requests through an automated
pipeline that classifies risk, validates changes, applies approvals, deploys progressively, and
monitors outcomes.

Each line of business applications use it to retrieve current configuration values and execute rules.
Core Solution Signals:

+ Speed with control: Low-risk changes move in days; higher-risk changes follow a controlled
path.

* Governed self-service: Validation, approval, audit, and rollout controls protect production.
* Risk-based handling: Controls scale with each change’s business impact.

* Production stability: Progressive rollout, monitoring, and automated rollback limit blast
radius.

* End-to-end auditability: Every request is traceable through approval and deployment.
« Environment integrity: Configuration as code reduces drift and improves test reliability.

« Scalable operating model: Repeatable governance replaces project-based handling for
routine changes.
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Figure 1: ConfigurationCenter

Artificial Intelligence Opportunities (Strategic)

An enterprise-grade platform that extends the solution above with full Al co-pilot for business
configuration, predictive impact modelling using historical production telemetry, autonomous low-risk
change execution (changes below a defined risk threshold are approved and deployed
automatically).

Four specific Al integration points materially reduce misconfiguration risk and accelerate safe
changes:

Change Impact Analyzer: An LLM trained on the carriers rule history, telemetry analyzes every
proposed change before it enters the approval queue. It surfaces: (a) similar past changes and their
outcomes, (b) downstream systems likely to be affected, (c) edge-case scenarios the author may not
have considered. This doesn’t block changes, just informs the approvers.

Natural Language Authoring: Business analysts write rules in natural language ('decline any risk
with three or more prior losses in the last 24 months'). The Al translates to formal DMN decision
table syntax which the analyst validates before submission. This reduces authoring errors and
removes the need for business users to learn rule syntax.

Configuration Anomaly detection: A ML model monitors the stream of configuration changes and
flags statistical anomalies, changes that are unusual in timing, volume or parameter range relative to
historical norms. This is a second safety net independent of the approval workflow.
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Automated Testcase Generation: When a change is submitted, the Al generates a set of test
scenarios targeting the changed configuration item, which are automatically executed against the

simulation environment. Pass/fail results are included in the approval workflow context.

5. Deciding what deserves self-service

The most important design decision in this entire architecture is not technical, it is classificatory. Not
every configuration item should be self-serviceable and not every self-serviceable item should follow
the same approval path. The classification framework below provides a structured, repeatable
approach to answering the question: "What do we allow self-service on and with what guardrails"

Risk Tier

Definition

Examples

Self-
Service?

Approval
Path

Env Sync

Tier 1: Direct financial, Schema changes, | NO; IT- Full SDLC + | Automated
Tech regulatory, or integration controlled CAB post-release
managed claims outcome behavior, core
impact. Errors calculation
~10% of all . .
cause silent loss engines,
changes or legal exposure. | regulated logic,
data model
changes
Tier 2: Significant Business rule YES; with Business Real-time
Governed business impact. logic changes, simulation author + IT CDC sync
~30% of all Errors are eligibility criteria + dual risk owner
detectable within updates, workflow | approval sign-off.
changes hours, but branching, SLA: 48h
correction decision table
requires a modifications
release.

Tier 3: Moderate to Low Feature toggles, YES; with Business Real-time
Routine impact. Errors advisory text, simulation author + CDC sync
affect user threshold + single manager

~60% of all : . .
experience or adjustments approval sign-off.
changes operational within pre- SLA: 24h
efficiency, not validated bounds,
financial runtime properties
outcomes.
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At launch, err toward higher risk tiers for every configuration item. Downgrade items to lower tiers
only after 90 days of production observation with no incidents. This creates a safety ratchet that
builds business trust before expanding autonomy.

6. Measuring Success

The metrics framework outlined below distinguish between:

e Leading indicators: Signals if the platform is being adopted and functioning correctly and
e Lagging indicators: Confirms the business outcome the platform was designed to delivery

| recommend a monthly metrics review with the CIO and business stakeholders for the first 12

months.

Indicator Metric Initial Target Final Target
Type

LEADING Self-service adoption rate (% 30% 80%+
changes via portal vs IT ticket)

LEADING Simulation completion rate (% 100% Tier 2+ 100% all tiers
changes with simulation run before
approval)

LEADING Approval SLA compliance (% 90% 99%
changes approved within SLA)

LEADING Audit log completeness (% of 100% 100%
changes with full audit record)

LAGGING Mean change cycle time (submission | <2 weeks <4 hours (Tier 3)
to production)

LAGGING Config-related production incidents -30% vs baseline -90% vs baseline
per month

LAGGING Environment drift incidents per <3 0
month
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LAGGING Business user NPS (quarterly > 30 > 60
survey)

LAGGING Engineer hours spent on config -40% -90%
changes per month

7. Conclusion

The tension between business agility and production stability is real — but it is not irreconcilable. The
blueprint presented in this article demonstrates that with the right architecture, the right classification
framework and the right operating model, P&C carriers can reduce time-to-change from months to
days for majority of operational changes while actually improving production safety.

The key insight is not a single technology or tool. It is the principle that different changes deserve
different controls. Bu classifying changes into tiers and enforcing tier-appropriate guardrails
automatically, organizations can give business leaders the agility they need without asking
technology teams to sacrifice the stability they are accountable for.

The industry is moving in this direction. With 73% of carriers upgrading policy administration and
$10.5 billion flowing into core modernization, the question is not whether to act, but how quickly and
how well.

Whether you are starting from scratch or have partial solutions in place, this blueprint provides a
clear path from where you are to where you need to be- one phase at a time, with measurable
outcomes at each step.

8. Glossary

Al Artificial Intelligence.

CAB Change Advisory Board.

CcDC Change Data Capture.
DMN Decision Model and Notation.
LLM Large Language Model.
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ML Machine Learning.

NAIC National Association of Insurance Commissioners.
NPE Non-Production Environment.

NPS Net Promoter Score.

P&C Property and Casualty.

SAFe Scaled Agile Framework.
SDLC Software Development Life Cycle.
SIT System Integration Testing.

SLA Service-Level Agreement.
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