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Draft date: 3/6/26 

2026 Spring National Meeting 
San Diego, California 

THIRD-PARTY DATA AND MODELS (H) WORKING GROUP 
Monday, March 23, 2026 
11:45 a.m. – 12:45 p.m.  
Manchester Grand Hyatt—Grand Hall C—Level 1 

ROLL CALL 

Jason Lapham, Chair Colorado Phil Vigliaturo Minnesota 
Nicole Crockett, Vice Chair Florida Jo A. LeDuc/Brad Gerling Missouri 
Charles Hale/Richard Fiore Alabama Gennady Stolyarov/ Nevada 
Alex Romero/Molly Nollette/ Alaska Brandon Rocchio 

Chad Bennett Christian Citarella New Hampshire 
Tom Zuppan/ Arizona Kaitlin Asrow New York 

Lori Dreaver Munn John Arnold/Colton Schulz/ North Dakota 
Chandara K. Phanachone California Tyler N. Erickson 
George Bradner/ Connecticut Stewart Trego/Matt Walsh Ohio 

Wanchin Chou David Dahl/Ying Liu/ Oregon 
Lance Hirano/ Hawaii Eric Bredeson 

Kathleen Nakasone Michael McKenney Pennsylvania 
Weston Trexler/Shannon Hohl Idaho Beth Vollucci/ Rhode Island 
Shannon Whalen Illinois Matthew Gendron 
Doug Ommen/Jordan Esbrook Iowa Andreea Savu South Carolina 
Julie Holmes Kansas Nicole Elliot Texas 
Caleb Malone Louisiana Rosemary Raszka Vermont 
Sandra Darby Maine Jessica Baggarley/Eric Lowe Virginia 
Raymond A. Guzman Maryland Curt Kwak Washington 
Jackie Horigan Massachusetts Timothy Cornelius Wisconsin 

NAIC Committee Support: Kris DeFrain/Scott Sobel 

AGENDA 

1. Consider Adoption of its Feb. 26 Minutes—Jason Lapham (CO) Attachment A 

2. Discuss Potential Revisions to the Third-Party Regulatory Framework
—Jason Lapham (CO) and Nicole Crockett (FL)

3. Discuss Any Other Matters Brought Before the Working Group
—Jason Lapham (CO)
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4. Adjournment 
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Draft: 3/16/26 
 

Third-Party Data and Models (H) Working Group 
Virtual Meeting 

February 26, 2026 
 
The Third-Party Data and Models (H) Working Group of the Innovation, Cybersecurity, and Technology (H) 
Committee met Feb. 26, 2026. The following Working Group members participated: Jason Lapham, Chair (CO); 
Nicole Crockett, Vice Chair (FL); Alex Romero and Molly Nollette (AK); Lori Dreaver Munn (AZ); Ken Allen and 
Esteban Mendoza (CA); Wanchin Chou (CT); Doug Ommen, Julie Pearce, and Jordan Esbrook (IA); Weston Trexler 
(ID); Julie Holmes (KS); Caleb Malone (LA); Jackie Horrigan and Caleb Huntington (MA); Raymond A. Guzman (MD); 
Sandra Darby (ME); Phil Vigliaturo (MN); Brad Gerling (MO); John Arnold (ND); Christian Citarella (NH); Gennady 
Stolyarov and Brandon Rocchio (NV); Kevin Yan (NY); Matt Walsh (OH); Beth Vollucci and Matthew Gendron (RI); 
Andreea Savu (SC); Nicole Elliott (TX); Jessica Baggarley (VA); Mary Block (VT); and Timothy Cornelius (WI).   
 
1. Adopted its 2025 Fall National Meeting Minutes 
 
Crockett made a motion, seconded by Darby, to adopt the Working Group’s Dec. 9, 2025, minutes (see NAIC 
Proceedings – Fall 2025, Innovation, Cybersecurity, and Technology (H) Committee, Attachment Four). The motion 
passed unanimously. 
 
2. Discussed the Third-Party Regulatory Framework and Comments Submitted 
 
Lapham stated that following the Working Group’s Oct. 29, 2025, meeting, a small drafting subgroup consisting 
of regulators from Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Pennsylvania, and Vermont produced the first draft of the regulatory 
framework, which was shared during the 2025 Fall National Meeting. The framework applies across all lines of 
business (i.e., property/casualty [P/C] and life and health) and requires third parties to register with state 
departments of insurance (DOIs) if they meet the definition of a third-party data and model vendor and their data 
and/or models are to be used in an insurer’s operations, which for now include pricing, underwriting, claims, 
utilization reviews, marketing, and fraud detection that have a direct consumer impact. To receive registered 
status, the third party would provide information about their governance program and agree to provide regulators 
with access to their data and models. Third parties would be afforded state confidentiality or trade secret status 
in the same way states apply their laws to insurers. In addition to registration, states may utilize a discretionary 
filing process if they wish to receive filings of data and models. 
 
Lapham restated that the goals of the framework are to ensure regulators have timely access to information about 
third-party data and models used by an insurance company, and to confirm that third parties maintain strong 
governance practices to protect insurers and consumers. The framework was built in accordance with the concept 
of proportionality. Instead of a full licensure process, the drafting group proposed a registration process, which 
would give regulators the information they need without requiring a third party to become a licensed entity in 
each state. 
 
The registration process consists of vendors registering, sharing details about their governance programs, and 
agreeing to provide regulators with access to relevant data and models. Once governance is approved, the vendor 
will then be officially registered by the state. From that point, insurers can use those models and data in the 
specific insurance company functions, unless a model or dataset is disapproved. In addition to registration, states 
may utilize a discretionary filing process if they wish to receive filings of data and models without reviewing every 
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dataset or model. For operations without direct consumer impact, existing insurer requirements apply as usual, 
and this framework would not apply. 
 
Governance standards are outlined in the framework and would be developed over time. For third-party models, 
documentation includes the purpose, assumptions, inputs, limitations, performance metrics, and validation 
processes. For third-party data, documentation includes accuracy, completeness, timeliness, representativeness, 
auditable lineage, and quality controls. Third parties will be provided state confidentiality or trade secret status in 
the same way states apply their laws to insurers. Insurers will remain fully responsible for compliance. Registration 
of third parties would not relieve insurers of obligations. Insurers must validate model suitability, secure 
contractual access to necessary information, and meet all rating, underwriting, and other requirements—even 
when using third-party tools. 
 
Lapham stated that the Working Group received comment letters from 23 interested parties during the exposure 
period. Overall, commenters generally supported responsible artificial intelligence (AI) oversight and consumer 
protection, but they believed the draft framework has flaws and requires revisions. 
 
Lapham provided a summary of the comments received from interested parties of the framework as follows:  
1) there was general support for consumer protection, but preference was for a risk-based, regulation; 2) oversight 
should focus on outcomes rather than processes; 3) many commenters had broad opposition to mandatory 
vendor registration requirements, citing concerns that it would reduce innovation, reduce competition, increase 
costs, and create operational and compliance burdens; 4) there was preference for voluntary vendor registration 
instead of mandatory requirements to encourage participation, improve transparency, and avoid regulatory 
burden; 5) there were concerns about legal authority and enforceability; 6) clarification should be made on the 
legal basis, enforcement mechanisms, and liability allocation; 7) concerns included confidentiality/trade secret 
protection, which could discourage participation; 8) concerns over the lack of clarity and overly broad scope, in 
particular that some terms are undefined, too broad, and/or ambiguous (e.g., “data,” "model,” “third-party 
vendor,” “direct consumer impact”); 9) concerns that the framework might cover basic software tools, public data 
sources, routine operational tools; 10) concerns about multistate regulatory differences; 11) existing oversight is 
currently sufficient, as insurers must currently conduct vendor due diligence, maintain governance frameworks, 
comply with the bulletin on the use of AI by insurers, and periodically undergo regulatory examinations; and 12) 
interested parties suggested an alternative approach of focusing on regulating insurers’ use of vendors. 
 
Crockett commented that in light of the concerns raised, the Working Group does not intend to disturb the 
marketplace and will take the comments into consideration. 
 
Chou commented that a senior manager or chief executive officer (CEO) may not have sufficient credentials to 
sign off on an attestation, but that a chief actuary or a chief data scientist would have the proper credentials. 
 
Stolyarov commented that government data “pass-throughs” should be included because it is possible that 
insurance companies use the data outside of its original intent. He cited an example where a vendor provided 
auto violation information for insureds from the Nevada Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) and other state 
DMVs to the Nevada DOI, but other states have different laws for commercial violations for other vehicles, which 
resulted in insurers using this data without understanding what would be chargeable under Nevada law. Thus, 
merely being a government “pass-through” of data should not absolve a vendor from scope. 
 
Darby commented that: 1) the Maine Bureau of Insurance has concerns that the draft framework does not make 
it clear that the states will continue to require third-party models to be filed and approved prior to use; 2) the 
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section about third-party data should include how consumers can correct data errors; and 3) discussion needs to 
be held on where catastrophe (CAT) models fit into the framework. 
 
Huntington commented that this discussion seems to focus more on P/C insurance than on health insurance, 
especially regarding utilization review. Lapham responded that these areas have been where the Working Group 
has seen the greatest use of third-party models and automation. 
 
J.P. Wieske (American InsurTech Council—AITC) commented that, considering the large number of vendors that 
work with insurers, the AITC is concerned about the cost of compliance across all 50 states. Wieske stated that a 
consistent approach across states makes more sense, especially for smaller insurance companies, such as the 
Interstate Insurance Product Regulation Commission’s (Compact) or the National Insurance Producer Registry’s 
(NIPR’s) licensing and registration processes, rather than 50 individual state vendors. Commissioner Ommen 
responded that the insurance industry is starting to see the promise of external third-party models. He said he 
hopes that small companies can rely on third-party models and technologies and that they are available across 
the market by making this registration process available to all companies. 
 
Scott Harrison (AITC) commented that the most efficient way for small to mid-size companies to have access to 
technology and innovation is for insurance companies to conduct their own due diligence on third-party systems. 
Insurance companies should have good and robust governance policies. Harrison said the AITC believes the scope 
should be limited to P/C rating and underwriting, and the other use cases should be put off for another day. He 
urged states to learn from those already doing this. 
 
Peter R. Kochenburger (Individual Consumer Advocate) questioned how the framework would stifle innovation. 
He stated that it is the insurance company’s responsibility to ensure beneficial innovation, which does not mean 
sweeping away consumer protections but rather adapting them to future situations. The concern should be 
ensuring that regulators are able to perform their same oversight protection functions, not to reduce them. 
 
Kristin Abbott (American Property Casualty Insurance Association—APCIA) commented that the proposed 
framework is unworkable, overly broad, and will likely produce outcomes that are counter to its objectives by 
limiting access to important tools, slowing innovation, and harming consumers. She commented that it will restrict 
access to third-party technologies and said she was concerned that vendors not exclusively focused on U.S. 
insurers would be unwilling or unable to comply, resulting in fewer technologies, slower innovation, and increased 
costs. Abbott further commented that: 1) the scope and definitions are too broad and risks sweeping in too many 
technologies and publicly available information; 2) the APCIA is concerned about state authority to regulate 
vendors; 3) the vendor regulation is not feasible for many vendors and could cut insurers off from their 
capabilities; and 4) confidentiality protections could fragment the national market. She urged the Working Group 
to address the foundational risks that are not currently addressed by the existing regulatory framework and refine 
the scope accordingly. 
 
LaCosta Wix (AHIP) questioned state authority over third-party vendors and said she was concerned about the 
protection of confidential information and the effect of third-party registration on existing contractual 
relationships. Wix stressed the importance of consistency and application across states. 
 
Lindsey Stephani (National Association of Mutual Insurance Companies—NAMIC) commented that: 1) the scope 
should be matched to the identified issue, which is specific to pricing and underwriting model vendors (not data); 
and 2) rather than a new framework, there might be some existing regulatory frameworks the Working Group 
could draw from. She mentioned that some jurisdictions allow non-licensed entities to file their models in the 
System for Electronic Rates & Forms Filing (SERFF), and she encouraged more discussion on this topic. She 
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suggested that the Working Group focus on facilitating access to information rather than registration, and she 
urged the Working Group to preserve confidentiality provisions. 
 
Karin Gyger (American Council of Life Insurers—ACLI) commented that compulsory third-party registration is not 
necessary and recommended narrowing the scope to model vendors focused on providing models used for pricing, 
underwriting, and claims functions, but excluding data vendors in order to reduce complexity and improve 
consistency. She encouraged a voluntary, optional, registration-based framework where a vendor may elect to 
seek registration, because the ACLI is concerned that mandatory registration can stifle innovation, reduce 
participation, and create operational challenges. 
 
Laura Panesso (Insurance Services Office [ISO]/Verisk) commented that limiting the scope to underwriting and 
rating will provide both benefits and efficiencies, and the framework should focus on activities with the greatest 
direct consumer impact. She added that although underwriting and rating are similar in nature, claims, marketing, 
and fraud detection come with additional and unique considerations, such as protection of fraud investigation 
activity, the wide range of claim types across life, health, and P/C, and even the diversity of marketing methods 
that could take considerable resources to address. Narrowing the scope to underwriting and rating also aligns 
with the current regulatory framework for product filings and can potentially leverage efficiencies within the 
current system. There are likely hundreds, potentially thousands, of third-party data and model vendors, and 
focusing on underwriting and rating will potentially limit the number of vendors required to register and 
potentially file, ultimately reducing the burden on regulators. Panesso reinforced the importance of confidentiality 
and stated that developing a model can take months or even years, and third-party model vendors invest 
considerable resources in developing their products. Protection of intellectual property supports innovation while 
providing transparency to regulators. The models, if made public through the filing process, could prove 
detrimental to the third-party vendors’ businesses and potentially stifle innovation. Not all jurisdictions provide 
for confidentiality within the product filing framework, and ISO/Verisk encourages all jurisdictions to consider 
confidentiality protections beyond those that govern the traditional product filings. 
 
Huntington commented that it seems like the discussion is focused more on P/C than on health, especially with 
regard to utilization review. Lapham agreed and added that utilization review on the health side is an area where 
the Working Group has seen the use of third-party models and automation of certain claims practices, and 
regulators have heightened concerns regarding the use of those tools in that space as well. 
 
Lapham reiterated that the framework is explicitly designed not to require the submission of every model and 
every data set, and that it is up to each state’s discretion. The amount of information requested for review is at 
the discretion of each jurisdiction. 
 
Eric Ellsworth (Consumers’ Checkbook/Center for the Study of Services) commented that it would be a mistake to 
create too many constraints on the scope of this framework too early in the process. Limitations on pricing and 
underwriting are more specific to P/C insurance than to health insurance. There are many use cases where risks 
can emerge that are not obvious up front. If a company contracts with a vendor providing poor-quality data, for 
example, from a large online data vendor for marketing or other uses, then large problems can occur without 
anyone understanding them. It would be unwise to limit the scope without considering those use cases and the 
serious risks. Additionally, a compulsory, lightweight registration process is not particularly burdensome, as it 
mimics client onboarding processes of filling out a registration form. Lastly, ultimately, there needs to be good 
governance on both sides, and diligence needs to be performed on governance by both the insurer and the 
regulator. In a startup environment, it is not always easy to know the risks. Part of the role of regulation is to move 
forward in this area, which ultimately accelerates product development, as seen in many other regulated 
industries. He said that good and early regulatory oversight directed toward the improvement of mitigating risks 
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that might not otherwise have been considered enables innovation. It would be unwise at this moment to limit 
the framework to specific insurer activities without thinking more broadly. 
 
Erica Everson (Automotive Education & Policy Institute—AEPI) stated that registering third-party vendors is 
absolutely necessary. Regulators need the right to review and access third-party vendor software and modeling 
architecture. That is imperative because if issues are brought to regulators by consumers, the response from the 
regulatory authority is that they do not have the legislative mandate to be able to investigate how insurers made 
claims payment actions. She also urged the Working Group not to limit regulatory requirements to underwriting 
and rating. There is already a lack of transparency regarding insurer P/C mechanisms for determining claims 
valuations. As far back as 2003, when certain third-party vendors in the auto casualty and claims marketplace 
wanted to merge, the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) investigated one of the companies that stated that insurers 
have so much economic power over them that there is no possible way that they could engage in any antitrust 
activity, and that insurers require them to develop specialty software just for them and for the vendors as well, 
providing financing of $500,000–$600,000 to develop software for the insurers. The relationships between 
insurers and third-party model and data vendors are not necessarily independent. 
 
Having no further business, the Third-Party Data and Models (H) Working Group adjourned. 
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