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The Producer Licensing Uniformity (D) Working Group of the Producer Licensing (D) Task Force met Aug. 25, 2026. The following members participated: Kevin Schlautman, Chair (NE); Jill Huisken, Vice Chair (MI); Kayla Erickson (AK); Charlene Ferguson (CA); Monicka Richmeier (KS); Shelley Taylor-Barnes (MD); Angela Hatchell (NC); Susan Daou (ND); Vanessa DeJesus (NM); Timothy Schirmer (OH); Courtney Khodabakhsh (OK); Mariel Garcia (RI); Tony Dorschner (SD); Randy Overstreet (UT); Richard Tozer (VA); Nicole Rayl (WA); Melody Esquivel (WI); and Lisa Hastings (WY). Also participating was Jacob Roberts (NV).

1. Adopted its July 21 Minutes

The Working Group met July 21 and adopted its June 16 minutes and discussed Chapter 19—Bail Bond Agents of the State Licensing Handbook (Handbook).

Richmeier made a motion, seconded by Rayl, to adopt the Working Group’s July 21 minutes (Attachment --). The motion passed unanimously.

2.  Discussed State Licensing Handbook 

Schlautman said the Working Group has completed review of eleven Handbook chapters, with two under review and two remaining. He said the Working Group will continue its work before the Fall National Meeting in November and will distribute Chapter 25—Multiple Employer Welfare Arrangements and Chapter 30—Viatical and Life Settlement Brokers following this meeting.

Schlautman recapped the July 21 discussion of Chapter 19—Bail Bond Agents, which focused on modernizing outdated terminology, department names, and form references; using “bail bond agent” consistently; and addressing the power of attorney requirement. He said comments from North Carolina, Nevada, Kansas, and Virginia showed that licensing structures and filing requirements vary by jurisdiction, and the Working Group supported broad Handbook language directing regulated parties to follow applicable state requirements. He said the Chapter 19 revisions will be distributed for review once finalized.

Schlautman said Chapter 24—Managing General Agents (MGA) was distributed for comment, and Nevada submitted the only response. 

Roberts said Nevada requires an MGA to have a written contract with the insurer containing specified provisions. He said the requirement, historically overlooked, has been applied since approximately 2023 during MGA license applications and renewals, resulting in pushback from applicants and insurers that often contract only with agencies. 

The Working Group members discussed providing state-specific examples. Schlautman said Nebraska does not request the contract at licensure, but statute requires it and examiners verify it during financial audits. 

Richmeier said Kansas administers MGAs through its financial surveillance division and offered to gather additional information. 
Bunce said Virginia allows individuals and agencies to be MGAs under the same requirements and licenses approximately 35 agencies and no individuals. 

Overstreet said Utah applies the same requirement to individuals and entities, treats the written contract as a condition of placing business rather than licensure, and verifies compliance through market conduct or audit activity.

Huisken said Michigan requires an appointment and contract for both the individual and agency and views receipt of the contract at licensure as important for consumer protection. Wall said North Carolina’s statutes use “person” to include individuals and business entities but are structured toward agencies, and both the insurer and agent must comply within 15 days if an agent becomes an MGA. 
Ferguson said California does not license MGAs and relies on the appointment process, making receipt of the contract essential. Erickson said Alaska requests the contract up front because an MGA holds only the authority granted by the insurer and accepts employee lists from contracted firm entities to satisfy individual licenses. 
Roberts said Nevada accepts an addendum to the firm’s contract naming the designated responsible individual, along with the required appointment. 

The Working Group discussed whether to revise Handbook language stating that, in most states, MGAs must be licensed as producers and may not place business until a written contract exists. The Working Group discussed and agreed to retain the existing language.
Schirmer said Model #225 defines “person” as an individual or business entity, consistent with Ohio’s treatment, but identified chapter differences to verify, including an omitted “does not include” item and inconsistent use of “insurance company” and “insurer.” Schlautman said he and Huisken will compare the chapter against Model #225 and incorporate necessary edits, and Welker said NAIC staff will complete a third-party consistency review.

3.     Discussed the Uniform Licensing Standards (ULS) Chart Results

Schlautman said state responses to the ULS charts have been compiled and that the 2026 Uniform Licensing Standards chart is posted under exposure drafts on the Working Group’s web page and included with the meeting materials. He said two states have not responded, and no territories are represented in the results.

Schlautman said thirteen standards reflected full compliance among responding states, including age requirements, citizenship, education and training method, exam content, testing administration, integrity, personal standards enforcement, CE studies, CE approval processes, CE advertising, and surplus lines exam. Welker said six standards reflected 98% compliance, with one non-compliant state, including background checks, the uniform application, appointment fees, appointment renewal cycle, repeating CE courses, and surplus lines. Schlautman said 96% compliance was reported for the uniform application, license term, CE lines of authority, CE verification, and commercial lines multiple exemption, while three states reported non-compliance with the six major lines of authority.

Schlautman said the lowest compliance areas were fingerprinting, statewide criminal history checks, verification of completion and waiver exemptions, core limited lines, crop limited lines, and non-core limited lines. He said fingerprinting and statewide criminal history requirements are largely statutory and unlikely to be resolved by the Working Group, but core limited lines may warrant further discussion.

Tozer said crop coverage exists in all states but is not always issued as a separate limited lines license, noting that Virginia includes crop under a four-lines license. He asked whether the current results had been compared to prior results to determine whether compliance has improved or states have moved away from previously adopted requirements. He said understanding persistently low compliance would be useful because Producer Licensing Model Act (#218) was written more than twenty years ago and some standards may no longer reflect current industry practice.
Huisken said Michigan had difficulty determining compliance where state law includes required language but also provides an exception and noted that compliance is self-reported. Roberts said clearer compliance definitions would be helpful, noting that Nevada no longer requires prelicensing education for producers and that he reported compliance based on state law, though the standard may have required a different response.

Schirmer said many areas lacking uniformity are statutory, including fingerprinting and fees, and meaningful progress may require work outside the Working Group’s meetings, especially if results are unchanged from 2017. Schlautman said clarifying survey definitions and interpretation appears to be the most actionable next step. Huisken said she and Schlautman could begin identifying low-compliance areas and associated pain points. Schlautman asked members to review the compiled results and provide feedback, questions, and areas of interpretive confusion to Greg Welker (NAIC) for discussion at the next meeting.
Having no further business, the Producer Licensing Uniformity (D) Working Group adjourned.
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