
 
 

 

 

 
   

   

 

 
   

    

  
     

   
   

      
 

  
    

      
 

   
  

 
 
 

 

  

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE AND FINANCIAL SERVICES 

Before the Director of the Department  of Insurance and Financial Services  

In the matter of: 

Aleksandr Guldshtadt  Enforcement Case No.  25-18350  
System ID No.  1232766  

Respondent. 
___________________________________________/ 

ISSUED AND ENTERED 
on April 1, 2026 

by Joseph A. Garcia 
Senior Deputy Director and General Counsel 

FINAL DECISION 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

This case concerns allegations that Aleksandr Guldshtadt, a.k.a. Alex Gold and/or Alex Gould 
(“Respondent”) violated the Insurance Code of 1956, MCL 500.100 to 500.8302 (the “Code”), by engaging in 
fraudulent and otherwise improper conduct. 

On or about November 3, 2025, the Department of Insurance and Financial Services’ (“DIFS” or 
“Petitioner”) staff mailed a Notice of Opportunity to Show Compliance and (“NOSC”) and Order for Summary 
Suspension of Insurance Adjuster License and Notice of Opportunity for Hearing (“Order”)1  to Respondent 
detailing the allegations and providing an opportunity to respond to those allegations and/or to request an 
administrative hearing. Respondent failed to avail himself of the opportunity and compliance was not 
otherwise shown. 

On or about February 4, 2026, DIFS issued an Administrative Complaint and Statement of Factual 
Allegations (referred together as the “Complaint”) providing Respondent an additional opportunity to request 
an administrative hearing or to otherwise respond to the allegations. The Complaint specifically contained a 
section headed “Opportunity for Hearing” which stated the following: 

SHOULD YOU WISH TO REQUEST AN ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING AS DESCRIBED 
ABOVE, YOU MUST DO SO BY FILING A REQUEST FOR HEARING WITHIN TWENTY-
ONE DAYS OF THE DATE OF THIS NOTICE. FAILURE TO REQUEST SUCH A HEARING 
MAY RESULT IN THE FACTS ASSERTED IN THIS COMPLAINT BEING ACCEPTED AS 
TRUE BY THE DIRECTOR AND THE IMMEDIATE ISSUANCE OF A FINAL DECISION 
IMPOSING SANCTIONS AGAINST YOU WITHOUT FURTHER OPPORTUNITY TO BE 
HEARD. 

1 The summary suspension was effective on the date of service, November 3, 2025. 
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ALL REQUESTS FOR HEARINGS MUST BE  RECEIVED  BY DIFS NO LATER THAN:  
CH 2, 2026.  MONDAY, MAR

Respondent failed to submit a request for a hearing or to otherwise respond to the allegations set 
forth in the NOSC, Order, or the Complaint. Given Respondent’s failure to request a hearing, the 
unchallenged allegations in the Complaint are accepted as true. Based on the Complaint, the Director of 
DIFS (the “Director”) makes the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT  

The unchallenged factual allegations in the Complaint’s Statement of Factual Allegations are 
accepted as true and are restated below. 

1. At all relevant times, Respondent was a licensed non-resident adjuster for the insured with 
qualifications in Fire and Other Hazards. 

2. Respondent is affiliated with Nationwide Insurance Claims Advocates (“NICA”), which is registered 
as an adjusting firm with DIFS. Respondent is the only public adjuster affiliated with NICA in 
Michigan. 

3. At all relevant times, Evolve Construction & Restoration (“Evolve”) was a general contractor business 
with a primary place of business in the State of California. Respondent has been listed as the CEO 
of Evolve on Evolve’s California corporate filings, and he is listed as the registered agent on Evolve’s 
Michigan Corporate filings. Evolve’s website lists fire restoration as part of the contractor services it 
provides. 

4. On or about April 11, 2024, TL2  submitted a complaint to DIFS alleging that an individual associated 
with Evolve solicited work to repair hail damage on TL’s home and they concealed the fact that the 
work would be completed via a public adjusting contract with Respondent. TL also purported he was 
unable to get ahold of anyone associated with Respondent, NICA, or Evolve to cancel his public 
adjusting contract. The public adjusting contract TL provided to DIFS was not signed by Respondent. 

5. DIFS investigated and corroborated TL’s complaint. DIFS’ investigation also revealed Respondent 
engaged in a repeated pattern of misconduct, which included using individuals associated with 
Evolve to present public adjusting contracts that were often misrepresented as a contract for repair 
work, misrepresenting or concealing Evolve’s affiliation with NICA and Respondent’s public adjusting 
business, failing to respond to customers’ requests about their claims, and inappropriately managing 
customers’ repair work and insurance proceeds. Respondent’s customers also repeatedly confirmed 
that Respondent was not present when they signed their public adjusting contracts. Representative 
examples of Respondent’s misconduct are further set forth below: 

a. On or about October 26, 2024, DIFS received a complaint from DI about Respondent. 
DI alleged NICA, working with Evolve, never completed the repair work agreed upon, 
and DI was unable to contact anyone at NICA about the status of his home repairs or 

2 In the interest of privacy, complainants’ names have been redacted throughout this final decision and in the underlying 
Complaint. 
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his insurance claim proceeds. DI also alleged NICA continued to retain the insurance 
proceeds check from his claim even though the repair work was not finished. NICA 
nonetheless told DI’s insurance company that the repair work was completed. DIFS 
confirmed that at least one of the checks issued by DI’s insurer for his claim was made 
out to DI, DI’s wife and NICA. NICA endorsed the checks without obtaining DI’s or DI’s 
wife’s endorsement. DIFS also confirmed Respondent continued trying to claim DI’s 
insurance settlement while DI was actively disputing the status of his repair request. 

b. On or about October 31, 2024, Respondent responded to DIFS’ inquiry about DI’s 
complaint and alleged he returned DI’s claims check to DI on or about September 11, 
2024. However, in correspondence between DI and Respondent that was provided by 
DI, a representative for NICA acknowledged that a refund had not been provided to DI 
as of October 10, 2024. Further, DI did not confirm that he received the refund from 
Respondent until January 2025, which is after DIFS began investigating Respondent. 

c. DIFS identified a pattern of Respondent refuting the claims that he was not responsive 
to consumers’ complaints/requests for refunds by providing DIFS undated 
correspondences with his customers. At least some of the undated correspondences 
Respondent provided to DIFS contradict other evidence DIFS obtained about 
Respondent’s interactions with his customers. 

d. On or about December 12, 2024, BJ filed a complaint with DIFS alleging Respondent 
acted as his public adjuster without his knowledge and that NICA failed to respond to 
BJ’s inquiries or requests for refunds. DIFS confirmed that the public adjusting contract 
BJ entered into was incomplete. DIFS also confirmed BJ’s insurer issued claim checks 
to NICA even though BJ hired his own contractor and paid out of pocket for his roof 
repair, and that NICA negotiated the checks without obtaining endorsements from B.J. 
or B.J.’s wife while BJ was disputing Respondent’s right to claim the checks. 

e. DIFS confirmed Respondent’s public adjusting claims often inflated repair costs, as the 
cost of repair estimates from Evolve on claims adjusted by Respondent were 
consistently much higher than the quote provided by the insurers’ adjuster. In total, DIFS 
found estimates associated with Respondent’s customers were 37% more than the 
insurers’ adjuster’s estimate even though Respondent had less than a 33% success rate 
for insurers paying his public adjuster customers’ claims. Additionally, Evolve charged 
Respondent’s customer(s) excessive cancellation fees if they used a different 
contractor, even when Evolve and Respondent performed no work for the customer. As 
a representative example, after BJ unknowingly contracted with Respondent through 
Evolve, BJ sought to use a different contractor. BJ found his own contractor and paid 
the contractor out of pocket for the repair work. Evolve quoted BJ over $1,000.00 more 
than BJ paid to the contractor he found himself. Respondent only provided BJ a refund 
of his insurance settlement proceeds after DIFS contacted Respondent about BJ’s 
complaint, and Respondent, through his affiliation with Evolve, claimed to be entitled to 
a $5,567.88 cancellation fee because BJ cancelled his repair work with Evolve. Notably, 
the cancellation fee Evolve purported it was entitled to was approximately 35% of the 
entire claim amount. 

https://5,567.88
https://1,000.00
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f. As set forth herein, Respondent financially benefited from Evolve’s increased repair 
costs and/or cancelation fee(s) due to his affiliation with Evolve. Notably, NICA stopped 
responding to DIFS’ inquiries about BJ’s complaint after DIFS requested it produce 
information about BJ’s insurance proceeds. 

g. DIFS contacted two insurance companies that paid claims to insureds through a public 
adjusting contract with Respondent and NICA. Both the insurers received multiple 
complaints that Respondent and/or NICA stopped responding to the insureds after they 
entered into a public adjusting contract. 

h. DIFS obtained the checks the insurers issued to NICA and their insureds. DIFS 
confirmed that many of the checks were negotiated by NICA without an endorsement 
from the insureds, even though the checks were made payable to NICA, the insured, 
and the insured’s spouse. 

i. DIFS confirmed with 12 Michigan consumers that they had entered into public adjusting 
contracts with Respondent after being presented with the contract by individuals who 
claimed to work with Evolve. Respondent was listed as the public adjuster on the 
contracts even though none of the customers met Respondent, and the nature of the 
public adjusting contract they entered into had either been misrepresented or concealed. 
Some of the complainants reiterated DI’s and BJ’s complaint that Respondent 
improperly retained their insurance claim proceeds. 

j. On or around November 2024, a Senior Investigator with DIFS contacted Respondent 
about the misconduct identified herein. Respondent told the investigator he does not 
partner with contractors, and he stated his only affiliation with Evolve was that Evolve 
occasionally referred customers to NICA. Respondent failed to disclose he had been 
listed as the CEO of Evolve on Evolve’s corporate filings in California, or that he is listed 
as Evolve’s registered agent in Michigan. Additionally, the information Respondent 
provided to DIFS contradicts the information on some of Respondent’s public adjusting 
contracts, as the contracts explicitly state Respondent intended to refer his customers 
to a contractor to which he was financially connected: 



 
  

 
 
 

 
 

  
   
  

    
   

 
 

    
  

 
   

  
  

  
  

 

  
    

 
   

    
  

 
   

    
    

 
 

   
   

   
      

  
 

   
 

 
   

  
  

 

Final Decision 
Case No. 25-18350 
Page 5 

k. Respondent entered into more than twenty-five (25) public adjusting contracts with 
insureds before October 19, 2023, which is when DIFS approved Respondent’s public 
adjusting contract. Many of the unapproved contracts Respondent entered into 
contained a 35% fee. Additionally, the unapproved contract Respondent used disclosed 
that Respondent had a financial interest in the contractor company he recommended, 
and he would waive his fee if the customers used his contractor company, as depicted 
above. Respondent repeatedly used this contract despite Respondent’s assertions that 
he did not partner with contractors. 

l. On or about May 2, 2025, California’s Department of Insurance (File No. LA 20200454) 
commenced administrative proceedings against Respondent’s public adjuster license 
that, in part, mirrors the allegations contained herein. More specifically, California’s 
Department of Insurance complaint alleged Respondent induced consumers into 
entering into a public adjusting contract without their knowledge, Respondent 
inappropriately profited from his ownership interest in contractor companies while acting 
as a public adjuster, Respondent failed to release insurance proceeds to consumers, 
and contractor services affiliated with Respondent failed to complete work for 
Respondent’s public adjusting clients. 

III. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW  

The unchallenged conclusions of law contained in the Complaint, at paragraphs 7 through 14 of the 
Statement of Factual Allegations, are accepted as true and restated below. 

1. As a licensee, Respondent knew or had reason to know that Section 4503(g)(i) of the Code, MCL 
500.4503(g)(i), provides that a fraudulent insurance act includes diverting, attempting to divert, or 
conspiring to divert “funds of an insurer or of other persons in connection with any of the following:… 
(i) [t]he transaction of insurance or reinsurance.” Here, Respondent violated Section 4503(g)(i) of the 
Code, MCL 500.4503(g)(i), by diverting and/or conspiring to divert insurance claim proceeds to a 
contractor business in which Respondent had a financial interest, diverting insurance claim proceeds 
by misrepresenting the nature of his businesses, and diverting insurance funds by misrepresenting 
the status of repair work. 

2. As a licensee, Respondent knew or reasonably should have known that Section 1226(3) of the Code, 
MCL 500.1226(3), prohibits the retention by an adjuster of any payment for services that is in excess 
of 10% of the insurance settlement payments. By charging more than a 10% fee for adjusting 
insurance claims on behalf of insureds, as set forth above, Respondent violated Section 1226(3) of 
the Code, MCL 500.1226(3). 

3. As a licensee, Respondent knew or reasonably should have known that Section 2026(1)(b) of the 
Code, MCL 500.2026(1)(b), provides: 

(1) Unfair methods of competition and unfair or deceptive acts or practices in the 
business of insurance, other than isolated incidents, are a course of conduct 
indicating a persistent tendency to engage in that type of conduct and include: 
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*** 

(b) Failing to acknowledge promptly or to act reasonably and promptly upon 
communications with respect to claims arising under insurance policies. 

Respondent engaged in unfair trade practices, as defined by Section 2026(1)(b) of the Code, MCL 
500.2026(1)(b), by failing to acknowledge promptly or to act reasonably and promptly in response to 
its customers’ requests about the status of their public adjusting contracts, repair work, and/or claim 
proceeds, as set forth above. 

4. As a licensee, Respondent knew or reasonably should have known that Section 2003(1) of the Code, 
MCL 500.2003(1), provides that “[a] person shall not engage in a trade practice that is defined or 
described in this chapter or is determined under this chapter to be an unfair method of competition 
or an unfair or deceptive act or practice in the business of insurance.” As set forth above, Respondent 
engaged in trade practices that are defined by Section 2026(1)(b) of the Code, MCL 500.2026(1)(b), 
as unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive acts or practices in the business of 
insurance. Accordingly, Respondent violated Section 2003(1) of the Code, MCL 500.2003(1). 

5. As a licensee, Respondent knew or reasonably should have known that Section 1226(1) of the Code, 
MCL 500.1226(1), provides: 

An adjuster for an insured shall not employ a person to aid, directly or indirectly, in 
soliciting or adjusting a loss and shall not offer or pay a fee, commission, or other 
valuable consideration to a person to aid, directly or indirectly, in soliciting or 
adjusting a loss unless the adjuster regularly employs that person to so act for him 
or her and that person is licensed to act as an adjuster by the commissioner. 

Respondent violated Section 1226(1) of the Code, MCL 500.1226(1), by allowing unlicensed 
affiliates of Evolve to    provide public adjusting services on behalf of Respondent and NICA, as set 
forth above. 

6. As a licensee, Respondent knew or reasonably should have known that Section 1226(4) of the Code, 
MCL 500.1226(4), prohibits an adjuster for the insured from providing “his or her services to a client 
until the adjuster has contracted in writing, on a form approved by the commissioner, with the insured 
or his or her authorized representative.” By entering into insurance adjusting contracts with insureds 
prior to having a contract approved by the Director, and by using a contract that was not approved 
by the Director, as set forth above, Respondent violated Section 1226(4) of the Code, MCL 
500.1226(4). 

7. As a licensee, Respondent knew or reasonably should have known that Section 1224(3) of the Code, 
MCL 500.1224(3), provides, in part, that the Director may refuse to issue a license for applicants 
who do not possess good moral character or to individuals affiliated/connected with a fire repair 
contractor (see MCL 500.1200 and MCL 338.41(1)), and that Section 1242(2) of the Code, MCL 
500.1242(2), provides that the Director may suspend or revoke a license for any adjuster who fails 
to maintain the standards required for initial licensing. Respondent has provided a basis for 
suspension or revocation of his license pursuant to Section 1242(2) of the Code, MCL 500.1242(2), 
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because the conduct set forth above demonstrates that Respondent has failed to maintain the moral 
character standard required to obtain a public adjuster for the insured license and because 
Respondent is connected with Evolve, a fire repair contractor. 

8. As a licensee, Respondent knew or reasonably should have known that Section 1244(1) of the Code, 
MCL 500.1244(1), provides: 

(1) If the director finds that a person has violated this chapter, after an opportunity 
for a hearing under the administrative procedures act of 1969, 1969 PA 306, MCL 
24.201 to 24.328, the director shall reduce the findings and decision to writing and 
shall issue and cause to be served on the person charged with the violation a copy 
of the findings and an order requiring the person to cease and desist from the 
violation. In addition, the director may order any of the following: 

(a) Payment of a civil fine of not more than $1,000.00 for each violation. However, 
if the person knew or reasonably should have known that he or she was in violation 
of this chapter, the director may order the payment of a civil fine of not more than 
$5,000.00 for each violation. An order of the director under this subsection must not 
require the payment of civil fines exceeding $50,000.00. A fine collected under this 
subdivision must be turned over to the state treasurer and credited to the general 
fund of this state. 

(b) A refund of any overcharges. 

(c) That restitution be made to the insured or other claimant to cover incurred losses, 
damages, or other harm attributable to the acts of the person found to be in violation 
of this chapter. 

(d) The suspension or revocation of the person's license. 

9. Based upon the actions listed above, Respondent’s acts provide justification for the Director to order 
the payment of a civil fine, and/or other licensing sanctions, including revocation of licensure. 

IV. ORDER  

Therefore, it is ORDERED that: 

A. Respondent is in default in this matter and all allegations in the Complaint are accepted as 
true in all respects. 

B. Pursuant to Sections 2038 and 1244 of the Code, MCL 500.2038 and MCL 500.1244, 
Respondent shall immediately CEASE AND DESIST from violating the Code in the manner 
described in this Final Decision. 

https://50,000.00
https://5,000.00
https://1,000.00


 
  

 
 
 

    
  

    
 

    
     

  
  

 
 
 
 

  
    

  
 

   
   

 
   

     
  

  
  

 

  
   
     

______________________________________ 

Final Decision 
Case No. 25-18350 
Page 8 

C. Pursuant to Sections 2038, 1244, and 150 of the Code, MCL 500.2038, MCL 500.1244, and 
MCL 500.150, Respondent shall pay a civil fine of $50,000.00, which reflects the following 
Code violations on the part of Respondent: 

a. The more than twenty-five (25) instances in which Respondent entered into a public 
adjusting contract before his public adjusting contract was approved by DIFS; repeated 
use of unlicensed individuals to execute public adjusting contracts with Michigan 
consumers; maintaining a financial interest in a fire repair contractor; charging 
impermissible fees, in violation of MCL 500.1222, MCL 500.1244, and MCL 500.1226; 
failing to promptly and reasonably communicate with customers in response to claims 
arising under their insurance policies, in violation of MCL 500.2026 and MCL 500.2003; 
conspiring to divert and diverting disputed insurance claim proceeds to a contractor 
business in which Respondent held a financial interest; diverting insurance claim 
proceeds by misrepresenting the nature of his businesses; and, diverting insurance 
funds by misrepresenting the status of repair work, in violation of MCL 500.4503. 

D. The civil fines identified in paragraphs C of this Order must be paid within thirty (30) days of 
the date of the Certificate of Service for this Final Decision. 

E. Pursuant to Sections 2038, 1242, 1244, and 150 of the Code, MCL 500.2038, MCL 
500.1242, MCL 500.1244, and MCL 500.150, Respondent Aleksandr Guldshtadt’s license 
(System ID No. 1232766) is REVOKED. 

Anita G. Fox, Director 
For the Director: 

rector and General Counsel 
Joseph A. Garcia 
Senior Deputy Di

https://50,000.00
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