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[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]The Adjuster Licensing (D) Working Group of the Producer Licensing (D) Task Force met April 22, 2026. The following Working Group members participated: Rachel Chester, Chair (RI); Lorie Gasior, Vice Chair (LA); Kayla Erickson (AK); Charlene Ferguson (CA); Monicka Richmeier (KS); Jill Husken (MI); Vanessa Miller (MS); Vanessa DeJesus (NM); Courtney Khodabakhsh (OK); Michael Fissel (PA); Jodie Delgado (TX); Randy Overstreet (UT); Richard Tozer (VA);  and Lisa Hastings (WY). 
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1. Adopted its March 18 Minutes

The Working Group met Mar. 18 and took the following action: 1) discussed its 2026 priorities.

Khodabakhsh made a motion, seconded by Erickson, to adopt the Working Group’s Mar. 18 minutes (Attachment --). The motion passed unanimously.

2. Discussed its 2026 Priorities

Chester said the next agenda item is focusing on solving issues related to designated home states (DHS). Chester said the Working Group has made progress toward a consensus on eliminating manual verification processes for DHS selection and outlined ongoing efforts. The Working Group discussed the need for consistent language and understanding across all jurisdictions.

Chester said existing business rules have reduced manual work but advocated for enhanced front-end validation, referencing past surveys and initiatives. She said it is necessary to remember the importance of direct communication with all participants to ensure uniform terminology and expectations.

Gasior said the initial step of allowing applicants to select only from states self-reporting as DHS, followed by the establishment of a “DHS gold standard reciprocity agreement.”  She said this standard aims to eliminate redundant continuing education (CE) requirements, exams, and state-specific questions, improving the licensing process for adjusters.

Chester said for clarification while some state-specific questions remain, particularly regarding resident reciprocity, the current focus is strictly on designated home state status. 

Gasior said reviewing the historical context for the DHS framework, noting its inception over twenty years ago to address licensing gaps for states that do not license adjusters. Gasior said that early implementation distinguished between resident and non-resident licenses, but subsequent changes led to ambiguity in reporting and tracking DHS licenses. The ability for individuals to change their designated home state introduced additional reciprocity challenges.

Gasior said despite efforts to streamline exam requirements, reciprocity is now limited to certain designated home states, and some states never adopted or recognized the DHS concept. Gasior said referenced supplemental charts that detail state reciprocity practices, noting the complexity and variability in acceptance of DHS licenses.
Gasior said her suggestions is for the creation of a gold standard for DHS, suggesting that states should require an exam, national background check, and ongoing CE. She identified elements as common determinants in whether states accept DHS licenses and cited Alaska’s recent adoption of similar provisions as an example of gold standard implementation.

Gasior said there is an absence of clear definition of DHS in existing guidelines, suggesting that states consider a pact similar to CE Reciprocity Agreement. She encouraged further discussion on whether to formalize the gold standard within guidelines. The Working Group discussed and agreed for the need to provide DHS definition. 
Chester said it is important to follow reciprocal arrangements, even among states that do not meet the gold standard.  

 Tozer said Virginia contributed by questioning the mechanism for defining DHS within guidelines and highlighted legislative considerations in his jurisdiction.

Gasior said that updating guidelines may require significant effort and suggested that individual states review their practices to contribute to a standardized approach. The speaker questioned the group’s willingness to formalize the gold standard and incorporate it into existing frameworks.

Chester said that guidelines serve as recommendations and that formal code changes represent a substantial challenge. The Working Group discussed and agreed with continuing discussions on processing and application issues rather than pursuing statutory reforms.

Chester said there are challenges of relying on other regulators’ reporting for reciprocity decisions, particularly when states differ on CE and background check requirements. She said Rhode Island’s recent changes to CE requirements has had an impact on reciprocity with other states.


Chester said the suggestion is to use a mechanism similar to CE reciprocity agreements, requiring commissioner approval and signatures. 

Tozer said there could be a potential complexity of such agreements and recommended amending guidelines as a more practical approach.

Chester said there is commissioner support for relieving processing burdens in insurance departments and compliance divisions, citing previous blessings from committee chairs. She said the Working Group is committed to continuing efforts toward technical solutions.

Gasior said it is necessary to review the guidelines, which have not been examined for two decades, and proposed reaching consensus within the Working Group on DHS definitions and standards to facilitate guideline revisions.

Delgado said it may be necessary to differentiate between reciprocity for Designated Home State (DHS) licenses and resident licenses and suggested that both types should be held to substantially similar requirements.
Gasior said responded that DHS selections involve an element of choice and recommended standardizing the options available to applicants to prevent forum shopping for the easiest licensing path.

Delgado said she has concerns about broader guideline reforms and questioned the prevalence of states lacking fingerprint background checks. The Working Group discussed and acknowledged discrepancies in fingerprinting between producers, public adjusters, and independent adjusters.
Huisken said that while background checks are conducted, they do not carry the weight of FBI reports and are not the basis for licensing decisions. The speaker emphasized continuing education as a significant factor and described legislative barriers to implementing fingerprinting in Michigan.

The Working Group discussed the importance of ongoing home state monitoring, including the use of wrap-back subscriptions for notifications of arrests or changes in applicants’ records. States addressed the acceptance of national background checks for applicants from states without Designated Home State (DHS) provisions, referencing approved lists maintained by regulatory bodies. Additionally, it was confirmed that 25 jurisdictions do not conduct fingerprinting, underscoring the need for continued gold standard discussions. The group noted that content validation and gold standards are separate but related topics that require further attention. 
Chester said the Working Group also needs to look at DHS business entity licensing, noting limited instances of non-resident business entity licenses in Rhode Island and the absence of clear guidance on DHS for business entities.

 Delgado said that Texas does not offer DHS licenses to business entities but does license qualified non-residents, specifying that Texas authorization is limited to state jurisdiction and not DHS designation.

Gasior said that Louisiana allows agencies to designate it as their home state, recognizing the challenges posed by the small number of states requiring adjuster business entity licenses. The speaker acknowledged the lack of exam or fingerprint requirements for agency licenses and the necessity of providing a licensing mechanism for electronic processing.

The Working Group discussed and compared state practices regarding DHS licensing for business entities, noting that some states may not issue DHS licenses to business entities but does license qualified non-residents with state-specific authorization, while other states permits agencies to designate it as their home state. The Working Group discussion highlighted the limited number of states requiring adjuster business entity licenses, the absence of exam or fingerprinting requirements for agency licenses in some jurisdictions, and the need for efficient electronic licensing mechanisms.

Chester said she has addressed recent implementation of CE requirements in Rhode Island, reporting questions and concerns from licensees regarding compliance timelines and reciprocity with other states. The speaker clarified the process for reviewing transcripts and establishing CE compliance and provided information on course group distinctions and accommodations made for adjuster and property casualty categories.

Chester said she will be requesting guidance from the Working Group members on CE credit allocation and expressed openness to offline feedback. 

Having no further business, the Adjuster Licensing (D) Working Group adjourned.
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