The Alert Is Not the Intervention

How insurers can turn risk intelligence into verified
loss prevention

The central idea

The insurance industry is becoming remarkably good at seeing risk. The next
competitive advantage will come from helping policyholders act on what
insurers can see, then verifying that the exposure truly changed.

A commercial fleet installs telematics across 86 vehicles. Within days, the
system identifies repeated speeding, harsh braking and mobile-device
distraction. The risk manager receives weekly dashboards. Supervisors receive
alerts. Drivers are assigned scores. Six months later, many of the same unsafe
patterns remain.

The technology did not fail. It detected the exposure exactly as intended. The
loss-prevention process failed after detection.

No one consistently interpreted why the events were occurring. Some supervisors
used the data for coaching, while others ignored it. A few drivers were warned,
but route pressure, unrealistic delivery windows and inconsistent enforcement
remained untouched. The organization could prove it had data. It could not prove
it had reduced the risk.

This is becoming one of the defining challenges in modern insurance 1loss
prevention. Carriers, brokers and policyholders can collect more information
than ever through claims analytics, telematics, connected sensors, aerial
imagery, digital inspections, wearables and artificial intelligence. These
technologies can reveal patterns that were previously invisible or discovered
only after a serious loss.

Yet a signal is not an intervention. A dashboard is not corrective action. A
recommendation is not implementation. Even training is only one part of the
answer unless it reaches the right people, addresses the real cause and is
followed by evidence that the work changed.
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The insurers that create the greatest value will not simply identify more risks.
They will build a closed-loop system that converts risk intelligence into owned
action, verified change and better decisions across loss control, underwriting,
claims and policyholder service.

Insurers can see risk earlier and in greater detail

Insurance has always been a data business, but the nature of the data is
changing. Traditional loss histories, inspections and applications are
increasingly supplemented by continuous or near-real-time information about how
people, vehicles, buildings and equipment behave.

Vehicle telematics can identify speed, harsh braking, rapid acceleration,
cornering, mileage, route patterns and possible distraction. Connected property
sensors can detect abnormal water flow, freezing temperatures, smoke, electrical
anomalies, unauthorized access and equipment conditions. Wearables can generate
proximity alerts, monitor movement patterns or help identify exposure
conditions. Remote imagery can surface roof, vegetation, drainage and property
characteristics that may warrant attention.

The National Association of Insurance Commissioners describes big data as a way
for insurers to improve underwriting, claims handling, fraud detection and
operating efficiency, while also incentivizing risk reduction. Its 2026
artificial-intelligence topic guidance notes the industry’s movement from a
detect-and-repair model toward a predict-and-prevent model.

This is not theoretical. Travelers describes smart-property technology that can
notify property managers of potential issues before they become severe. Its
workplace-wearables guidance explains that near-miss data can be reviewed and
interpreted to identify opportunities to modify the work environment.
Nationwide’s telematics guidance makes an equally important point: some insurers
will look for improved driving behaviour and fewer accidents, not simply the
presence of a telematics device.

Triple-I published a 2025 study of the Ting electrical-fire prevention solution
that illustrates the potential when detection is connected to an effective
response. Within the study sample, researchers estimated a 63 percent reduction
in a broad category of fire claims by the third year after installation, equal
to 0.39 fewer electrical fire claims per 1,000 home-years and an estimated
annual claim-reduction benefit of $81 per customer. The finding is specific to
that program and study population, but it demonstrates the broader principle:
prevention value comes from a system that detects a condition and helps ensure
it is resolved.

The strategic shift
Risk intelligence creates potential. Loss prevention creates value only when
the signal changes a decision, a condition or a behaviour.

The missing signal-to-action gap

The signal-to-action gap is the distance between what the insurer knows and what
the policyholder changes.



Carriers often assume that providing a report, alert, recommendation, webinar,
checklist or training library constitutes an intervention. Each of those may be
useful, but each is still an input. The policyholder must interpret the
information, understand its significance, identify the appropriate control,
assign responsibility, act within a reasonable period and confirm that the
exposure has been reduced.

That chain breaks for predictable reasons. Recommendations may be broad,
technical or disconnected from the policyholder’s operations. The organization
may not know who owns the response. A supervisor may see the issue as a safety
department problem. The employer may acknowledge the alert without understanding
the potential severity. The corrective action may be expensive, inconvenient or
operationally disruptive. Training may be assigned because it is easy, even when
the actual need is maintenance, engineering or work redesign.

The risk signal What the action layer must resolve
A pattern of harsh Is the cause driver technique, route design,
braking traffic exposure, vehicle condition, unrealistic

scheduling or a combination?

Repeated water-flow Who investigates, how quickly, what qualifies as
alerts resolved and how is the repair confirmed?
Recurring lifting Is the exposure primarily knowledge, load design,
claims frequency, equipment, staffing, layout or

production pressure?

A deteriorating roof What mitigation is required, who owns it, when must

condition it be completed and what evidence will demonstrate
completion?

Frequent worker- Should the response focus on pedestrian routes,

equipment proximity blind spots, traffic control, equipment, schedules,

events supervision or worker behaviour?

A recommendation tells the policyholder what should change. A loss-prevention
system determines whether it changed.

Why more alerts can produce less action

The intuitive response to an emerging exposure is often to collect more data and
produce more alerts. That can make the problem worse when the organization has
not designed a response systenm.

Policyholders may receive information from insurers, brokers, fleet platforms,
security systems, equipment manufacturers, environmental health and safety
software, maintenance systems and internal reporting channels. When every source
creates its own dashboard and priority score, managers are left to reconcile
competing messages with limited time and incomplete context.

Over time, repeated warnings can become operational background noise. People
acknowledge them to clear a queue. Supervisors learn that nothing happens when
an item remains open. Employees distrust a score they do not understand. High-



frequency, low-value notifications obscure the smaller number of signals that
require urgent action.

A mature loss-prevention program separates signals into three categories.

e Informational signals support trend monitoring, planning or future
investigation. They do not require an immediate operational response.

e Actionable signals indicate that a defined person should investigate or
complete a specific response within a stated period.

e Critical signals indicate a condition that may require immediate
escalation, work interruption, emergency response or executive attention.

This classification should consider potential severity, frequency, exposure,
confidence in the data and the cost of delay. It should also account for the
possibility that a high-frequency alert is a symptom of a system problem rather
than repeated individual carelessness.

A closed-loop model for verified loss prevention

The following seven-stage model converts raw risk intelligence into a documented
intervention. It can be applied to a single account or deployed across an
insurer’s portfolio.

Stage Core question Evidence of progress
1 Detect What credible signal Claims pattern, telematics event,
suggests that an exposure sensor alert, inspection finding,
exists or is worsening? near miss, imagery, audit or
underwriting data.
2 What could be causing the Operational review, worker input,
Interpret signal in this operation? supervisor discussion, task
observation, route or equipment
analysis.
3 How quickly and at what Severity, frequency, number exposed,
Prioritize || level should the recurrence potential, legal
organization respond? significance and cost of delay.
4 Which control or Engineering, maintenance, procedure,
Prescribe combination of controls scheduling, supervision, training,
fits the cause? equipment or exposure elimination.
5 Who owns the action and Named owner, affected group,
Activate what must happen by when? deadline, resources, assignment and
escalation path.
6 Verify Did the action occur, and Inspection, behaviour data,
did the exposure change? observation, photographs, work
records, sensor trends, assessment
or practical demonstration.




Stage Core question Evidence of progress

7 Learn What should this result Underwriting insight, revised
change across the account recommendation, targeted campaign,
or portfolio? product design, renewal discussion

or broader prevention strategy.

Detect the exposure without mistaking the signal for
the cause

The first discipline is to treat data as a prompt for inquiry, not a verdict. A
harsh-braking event may indicate unsafe following distance. It may also reflect
congestion, a dangerous intersection, poor route planning, an overloaded vehicle
or pressure to meet an unrealistic schedule. A cluster of back injuries may
reflect weak lifting technique, but it may also point to load weight, shelf
height, staffing, equipment or workflow.

Data becomes more useful when it is combined with operational knowledge. Loss-
control professionals can help policyholders ask what changed, where the pattern
is concentrated, which workers or locations are exposed, and what conditions
surround the event.

Prioritize by consequence, not by dashboard volume

The loudest signal is not always the most consequential. Programs should
prioritize the possibility of severe harm, the number of people or properties
exposed, the likelihood of recurrence and the difficulty of recovering after a
loss. A rare signal linked to a catastrophic exposure may deserve faster action
than a frequent but low-severity deviation.

Prescribe the right intervention

Training is one possible intervention, not the default answer. If workers do not
know the rule, cannot recognize the hazard or need practice making a decision,
training may be appropriate. If the problem is a leaking valve, failed guard,
poor layout, inadequate staffing or unrealistic production standard, more
training may simply transfer responsibility to the worker without controlling
the exposure.

Activate with ownership and a deadline

Recommendations frequently fail because they belong to everyone and therefore to
no one. Every actionable item should name an owner, define the expected result,
establish a deadline and identify the evidence required to close it. Critical
items should have a visible escalation path when the policyholder does not act.

Verify both completion and effect

Verification has two levels. The first asks whether the action occurred. The
second asks whether it reduced the exposure. Installing a telematics device
confirms implementation. A sustained reduction in speeding and distracted-



driving events provides evidence of effect. Assigning a lifting course confirms
delivery. Improved task observations, reduced high-risk motions or fewer related
incidents provide stronger evidence that the intervention mattered.

Learn at the account and portfolio levels

Closed-loop prevention creates information that can improve future decisions.
Insurers can learn which interventions policyholders adopt, which account
characteristics predict engagement, which signals produce meaningful action and
where recommendations repeatedly stall. That information can strengthen loss-
control strategies, broker conversations, underwriting questions and renewal
decisions.

Five examples of the model in practice

Commercial fleet risk

Signal: Telematics identifies repeated speeding, harsh braking and phone
distraction among a subset of drivers.

Weak response: The fleet manager receives a scorecard and sends a general
reminder to all drivers.

Closed-loop response: The organization identifies the affected drivers and
routes, checks whether scheduling or vehicle conditions contribute to the
pattern, assigns focused coaching and scenario-based defensive-driving training,
provides supervisors with a consistent conversation guide and reviews event
frequency after 30 and 60 days. Nationwide’s guidance reinforces the principle
by noting that insurers may look for improved driving behaviour and reduced
accidents, not merely device installation.

Water and property loss

Signal: A connected sensor identifies unusual water flow overnight at a
commercial property.

Weak response: The platform sends an automated email that remains unread until
the next morning.

Closed-loop response: The alert is classified by severity, routed to a named
responder, escalated if it is not acknowledged, followed by an inspection and
repair, and closed only when the organization documents that the condition was
resolved. The system also tests whether after-hours contact information and
shutoff procedures worked as intended.

Recurring musculoskeletal injuries

Signal: Claims data shows repeated shoulder and lower-back injuries among
employees handling one product line.

Weak response: Every employee is assigned a generic lifting course.

Closed-loop response: The employer observes the task, measures load
characteristics, reviews frequency and shelf height, speaks with workers and



identifies the mixture of equipment, layout and technique issues. Engineering
and workflow changes are implemented first. Targeted training addresses the
decisions and methods that remain under worker control. Supervisors conduct
follow-up observations and the insurer tracks whether the injury pattern
changes.

Property resilience and remote inspection

Signal: Remote imagery or inspection data identifies roof deterioration,
overhanging vegetation or drainage conditions that could increase the severity
of a future loss.

Weak response: The item is placed in a renewal file as a broad recommendation.

Closed-loop response: The insurer explains the loss pathway, provides a specific
mitigation standard, assigns a realistic deadline and defines acceptable
evidence such as contractor invoices, photographs or inspection results. NAIC
discussions in 2025 noted that aerial-imagery data used in underwriting can also
help identify risk-mitigation steps that may prevent a loss. The value increases
when the information is translated into a clear and verifiable policyholder
action.

Worker and equipment interaction

Signal: Proximity sensors show repeated close interactions between pedestrians
and forklifts in one loading area.

Weak response: Workers are told to stay alert.

Closed-loop response: The employer studies traffic flow, blind spots, staging,
schedules, barriers, pedestrian routes and supervision. It redesigns the work
where possible, reinforces the remaining rules and monitors whether proximity
events decline. Travelers’ guidance on workplace wearables makes this point
directly: the goal of understanding the data is to identify opportunities to
modify the work environment and reduce risk.

A useful test
If the intervention ends with “the report was sent” or ‘“the course was
completed,” the loop is probably still open.

Where training belongs in the action layer

Training has a critical role when the gap involves knowledge, recognition,
judgment, communication or consistent execution. It can help workers identify a
hazard, understand a control, practise a response, recognize when a task must
stop and apply a procedure under realistic conditions.

Training is also valuable for supervisors. Many risk interventions fail because
front-line leaders do not know how to interpret the data, conduct a coaching
conversation, reinforce the required behaviour or document what they observed. A
targeted supervisor tool can be more valuable than assigning another course to
the entire workforce.

However, training should not be used to conceal a control failure. It is not the



primary remedy for defective equipment, inadequate guarding, unreasonable

schedules, insufficient staffing, poor traffic design, deferred maintenance or

an exposure that can be eliminated.

Training is likely part of the
answer when

Another control should lead when

Workers do not recognize the hazard
or understand the required response.

The hazard can be eliminated or
physically reduced.

Supervisors need a consistent
coaching and reinforcement method.

Equipment, guarding or maintenance
is inadequate.

The task requires judgment under
changing conditions.

Workflow, staffing or scheduling
creates the exposure.

A procedure changed and affected
workers must understand the new
standard.

The procedure is unrealistic or
cannot be followed as written.

The organization needs role-specific
practice or refresher learning.

The risk results primarily from
layout, design or environmental

conditions.

Turning one account signal into a portfolio
intervention

The greatest insurer value may come from applying the closed-loop model across
groups of policyholders. Claims and underwriting data can reveal patterns by
industry, geography, size, tenure, job type or exposure. Instead of sending the
same resource library to every insured, the carrier can activate targeted
prevention campaigns.

Examples include a distracted-driving campaign for commercial fleets with
elevated mobile-device events, a new-worker program for accounts with high
first-year injury frequency, a material-handling campaign for warehouse and
distribution risks, a seasonal heat program, a contractor-control initiative for
construction accounts or a slip-and-fall campaign for property management,
retail and hospitality.

A portfolio intervention should still preserve account-level relevance. The
carrier can provide a common framework, approved content, implementation tools
and reporting while allowing policyholders to select the roles, locations and
controls that fit their operations.

This approach also changes the role of the broker and underwriter. They gain
something more useful than a link to a resource centre. They can discuss a
specific exposure, the intervention offered, the policyholder’s participation
and the evidence of follow-through.



What insurers should measure

Loss prevention is often measured at the extremes. At one end are activity
counts such as reports issued, courses completed and policyholders registered.
At the other are lagging outcomes such as claim frequency and severity. A

closed-loop model needs measures between those points.

Measurement Examples What it proves

layer

Reach Accounts invited, users registered, | The intervention reached
locations represented, target roles || the intended population.
reached.

Engagement Resources opened, assignments The audience interacted
started, supervisor tools used, with the intervention.
discussions completed.

Understanding || Assessment results, scenario Participants understood
decisions, confidence gaps, key concepts and
questions raised. decisions.

Action Repairs completed, procedures The policyholder
changed, coaching delivered, implemented the
controls installed, observations prescribed response.
conducted.

Verification Reduced alerts, improved The exposure or relevant
observations, inspection results, behaviour changed.
photographs, sensor trends.

Outcome Claim frequency, severity, near The program may be
misses, downtime, equipment damage, || contributing to
retention or renewal indicators. meaningful business and

loss results.

These layers also protect against false conclusions.

A decline in claims may

result from many factors, including exposure changes, economic conditions,

workforce size, weather or chance.

Insurers should establish a baseline, track

implementation quality, examine comparable groups where possible and avoid
claiming that training or technology alone caused an outcome without credible

evidence.

Governance, privacy and trust

The closer risk technology comes to monitoring individual behaviour, location or
health, the more important transparency and restraint become. A prevention
program can lose credibility quickly when workers believe data collected for
safety will be used unpredictably for discipline, productivity monitoring or
unrelated employment decisions.

NIOSH’s ethical framework for wearable sensors recommends asking why the
monitoring is justified, whether the least intrusive means is being used and how
adverse consequences will be minimized. It also urges organizations to decide




how results will be communicated, how data will be used and whether informed
consent is appropriate.

Insurers and policyholders should define:

e What data is collected and why it is necessary.

e Who can access individual and aggregate information.

e How long the information is retained and how it is secured.

e Whether the data is used for coaching, claims, underwriting, discipline or
another purpose.

e How people can correct inaccurate information or challenge an automated
score.

e What human review is required before a consequential decision is made.

The operating principle should be simple: the goal is prevention, not
surveillance. The least intrusive data that can reliably support the prevention
objective is usually the better choice.

SafetyNow as the policyholder action layer

Many insurers already possess valuable risk intelligence and strong loss-control
expertise. The scalability challenge begins after the exposure is identified. A
loss-control professional may know exactly what a policyholder should do, but
cannot personally train every affected worker, support every supervisor and
follow every recommendation across hundreds or thousands of accounts.

SafetyNow can provide the execution infrastructure between the insurer’s insight
and the policyholder’s workplace response. Its current platform supports white-
labelled programs for insurers and policyholders, large training libraries,
online and instructor-led delivery, assignment and progress tracking, reporting,
course customization and carrier-branded resources.

A carrier can use that infrastructure to:

1. Identify the affected segment. Use claims, underwriting, telematics or
loss-control data to define the accounts, locations or roles facing the
exposure.

2. Build the intervention. Select or customize training, safety meetings,
policies, checklists, supervisor tools and reinforcement resources that fit
the risk.

3. Deliver under the carrier’s brand. Provide a consistent policyholder
experience that extends the carrier’s loss-prevention value beyond an
annual visit or renewal discussion.

4. Assign the right content to the right people. Target workers, supervisors,
locations, industries or account groups instead of sending a generic
library to everyone.

5. Track participation and understanding. Use assignments, assessments,
reminders and reporting to identify where engagement or comprehension is
weak.

6. Connect training to field action. Add supervisor discussions, observations,
practical verification or documented corrective actions when the risk
requires more than online completion.

7. Report results back to the insurer. Give loss control, underwriting and
broker teams evidence of policyholder engagement and follow-through.



SafetyNow’s value is not that every risk signal should produce another course.
Its value is that when education, reinforcement or supervisor action is part of
the prescribed response, the carrier has a scalable way to deliver it, document
it and connect it to a broader prevention process.

The SafetyNow position
SafetyNow can become the action layer between the insurer’s risk
intelligence and the policyholder’s workplace response.

A practical 90-day pilot

Insurers do not need to redesign their entire loss-control model before testing
this approach. A focused pilot can establish whether the closed-loop process
improves policyholder action.

1. Days 1 to 15 Select one exposure. Choose a risk with credible data, a
defined policyholder segment and a realistic intervention. Fleet
distraction, new-worker injuries, material handling, slips and falls or
seasonal heat are practical candidates.

2. Days 16 to 30 Define the loop. Document the signal, target audience,
intervention, owner, deadline, required evidence and success measures.
Agree on privacy and data-use boundaries before launch.

3. Days 31 to 60 Activate. Launch the carrier-branded campaign, assign the
relevant resources, support supervisors and monitor participation. Escalate
accounts or locations that do not respond.

4. Days 61 to 90 Verify and learn. Review whether prescribed actions occurred,
whether leading indicators changed and what policyholder feedback reveals.
Decide which parts should be scaled, revised or discontinued.

The pilot should not be judged only by course completions. It should answer a
more important question: did the carrier make it easier for policyholders to
take the right action, and can the carrier show what changed?

The next competitive advantage in loss prevention

Insurance is moving from periodic snapshots toward continuous risk intelligence.
That creates an extraordinary opportunity, but it also creates a danger.
Carriers can become excellent at detecting exposures while leaving policyholders
overwhelmed by alerts, reports and recommendations that never become operational
change.

The differentiator will not be the number of dashboards an insurer can provide.
It will be the quality of the action system behind them.

A credible system detects the signal, interprets it in context, prioritizes the
consequence, prescribes the correct control, assigns ownership, verifies the
result and learns from the outcome. It respects privacy, uses training only
where training fits and gives underwriting and loss-control teams evidence that
extends beyond activity counts.

The insurance industry is becoming remarkably good at seeing risk. The carriers
that lead the next phase will be those that help policyholders change it.



Turn risk intelligence into policyholder action

SafetyNow helps insurers deliver targeted, carrier-branded loss-prevention
campaigns, training, supervisor resources and measurable policyholder
engagement. Book a demonstration to see how SafetyNow can help close the gap
between identifying risk and preventing the next loss.
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Editorial note: The examples and frameworks in this article are intended for
loss-prevention planning. They do not replace jurisdiction-specific legal
advice, underwriting judgment, qualified risk-control assessment or the
hierarchy of controls.
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