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The Uniform Education (D) Working Group of the Producer Licensing (D) Task Force met Sept. 16, 2026. The following Working Group members participated: Jodie Delgado, Chair (TX); Kayla Erickson, Vice Chair (AK); Charlene Ferguson (CA); Monicka Richmeier (KS); Jill Huisken (MI); Vanessa C. Miller (MS); Kevin Schlautman (NE); and Lindsay Piatt (OK). Also participating were Dawn Ward (CA); James Riggs (FL); Angela Hatchell (NC); Dawn Kilgore (ME); and Sonia Kuppert (VA).
1. Adopted its July 8 Minutes
The Working Group met July 8. During this meeting, it took the following action: 1) adopted its May 13 minutes; 2) adopted revisions to Appendix C of the Continuing Education Reciprocity (CER) Agreement; 3) discussed federal employer identification numbers (FEINs) on provider applications; 4) discussed nonresident course submissions and home-state approval; and 5) discussed Appendix B of the CER Agreement. 
Miller made a motion, seconded by Piatt, to adopt the Working Group’s July 8 minutes (Attachment XX). The motion passed unanimously.
2. Discussed the NAIC Standardized Instructor Approval Form
Erickson said the revised NAIC standardized instructor approval form had been distributed Sept. 10. She said a typographical error referring to a provider rather than a proctor had been corrected and introduced a comment from Exam FX concerning collection of an instructor’s Social Security number (SSN).
Davidson said applicants may be uncomfortable providing an SSN and recommended removing the field unless there was a compelling need or limiting it to the last four digits. Delgado said states that approve instructors had previously identified the SSN as a means of distinguishing applicants with similar names.
Ward said California uses the SSN to identify applicants and conduct background reviews. Riggs said Florida requires an SSN when approving instructors. Huisken said Michigan also considers the SSN necessary because it is the most reliable unique identifier for applicants with similar names. Hatchell said North Carolina does not approve instructors and leaves instructor vetting to providers but would defer to states that conduct approvals.
Richmeier said Kansas uses the State Based Systems (SBS) instructor application, which she did not believe collects an SSN, and noted the broader movement away from using SSNs as identifiers. Ferguson said California added the SSN requirement after a producer whose license had been revoked later sought to become an instructor, demonstrating the consumer-protection value of connecting instructor applicants with prior licensing and disciplinary records. Leakey said Vertafore’s electronic instructor application does not collect an SSN, although previously licensed individuals can be linked to existing records.
Richmeier suggested describing the SSN field as optional unless otherwise required by the department of insurance. Huisken recommended language broad enough to encompass statutes, rules, regulations, and agency policy. Delgado said the form should reflect states’ needs while accounting for electronic vendor capabilities.
Huisken said Michigan’s instructor application includes background questions similar to those used for producer licensing. Riggs said Florida asks whether an applicant has felony arrests or convictions, and Ward said California asks about administrative or disciplinary actions and criminal convictions. Piatt said Oklahoma does not currently ask background questions but would consider them subject to legal review. Richmeier said Kansas has limited authority over continuing education providers and instructors and would not ask such questions.
Delgado said she and Erickson would revise the draft to address the SSN field, survey the background questions used by states, and determine whether uniform language could be developed. She said the revised form would be circulated for review and possible adoption.
3. Discussed Appendix B of the CER Agreement
Delgado said Appendix B had been circulated for comment and that comments were received from California, Georgia, Maryland, and ExamFX. Ward said California’s comments identified differences based on state regulations, including no monitor or proctor requirement, three exam questions per credit hour, no requirement that retake questions be new, no course-difficulty designation, and a requirement of 4,600 words per credit hour for written non-contact courses or 60 minutes per credit hour for audio or video courses. Ward said California was not requesting language changes but wanted the Working Group to understand where its requirements differ.
Delgado reviewed Maryland’s suggestion that course difficulty be identified by the provider on the agenda, course objectives, and CER form. Brown said adding the difficulty level to each agenda, outline, and course objective would be feasible but would create an additional administrative step for providers. Delgado said the CER form already supplies the information and related attachments should align with it. Hearing no objection, she said no change would be made.
Delgado reviewed comments from Georgia and ExamFX concerning monitor affidavits. She proposed replacing the requirement that an affidavit be “printed” with language requiring it to be “available” and placing the state-qualification language at the beginning of the provision. The Working Group supported the revised language for states that require a monitored exam.
Delgado introduced Georgia’s recommendation to prohibit true-or-false questions on final assessments. Riggs said Florida’s self-study examinations do not permit true-or-false, all-of-the-above, none-of-the-above, or combination-answer formats. The Working Group supported adding language requiring multiple-choice questions with at least four answer options.
Delgado reviewed ExamFX’s recommendation to change the technical-support response standard from 24 hours to one business day following initial contact. Riggs said Florida allows two business days, and Richmeier said any period should be stated in business days to account for weekends and holidays. Piatt said Oklahoma advises licensees to allow providers one to two business days and additional time around holidays. Hearing no objection, Delgado said the draft would be revised to require a response within one business day.
Davidson proposed requiring an agent attestation that both the course and final assessment were completed without assistance from another person, program, or device. She also proposed language addressing provider policies and procedures for noncompliant behavior, including proxy completions and attempts to defeat examination security. Brown asked whether states participating in the reciprocity agreement would be expected to impose the attestation if state law did not currently require it. Delgado said implementation would depend on state authority.
Bissett said the proposed policy-and-procedure language could create a broad affirmative duty for providers without establishing an objective compliance standard. Riggs agreed that providers need clear expectations so they can determine what system changes may be necessary. Huisken and Erickson said the proposed attestation and compliance provisions could have significant state-level implications and should be reviewed internally before inclusion.
Delgado said the proposed agent-attestation and provider-policy provisions would be removed from the current Appendix B draft and reserved for broader future discussion. She said the remaining revisions would be circulated for final review.
4. Discussed Any Other Matters
Riggs said some online self-study providers allow students to bypass course content and proceed directly to the final assessment, making it possible to receive substantial continuing education credit after spending only minutes in a course. He suggested adding course-navigation guardrails or seat-time requirements to the list of topics for future discussion. Delgado agreed that the issue should be considered with the deferred examination-integrity topics.
Delgado said future review of the approved and non-approved course lists would be added to the Working Group’s work plan, if not for the current year, then for 2027. She said additional suggestions raised in the chat, including prerecorded course issues, would be retained as possible future agenda topics. Delgado said revised drafts of the instructor form and Appendix B would be circulated for comment or possible adoption.
Having no further business, the Uniform Education (D) Working Group adjourned.



