
OKLAHOMA ABSTRACTORS BOARD 

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

November 17, 2020 

 

 

1. A regular meeting of the Oklahoma Abstractors Board (OAB) was called to order by 

Chairperson Christina Wooten at 10:00 a.m., at the OLERS Conference Room, 421 NW 

13th Street, Suite 100, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 

 

2. John Bailey called the roll. Attending were: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, 

John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Absent: Robert 

Getchell and Scott Ward. 

 

3. The Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the OAB, conducted on September 15, 2020, 

were reviewed. A motion was made by Mr. McDowell to approve the minutes as 

presented. The motion was seconded by Mr. Luttrull. Motion carried.  

Yeas: Christina Wooten, Jeff Mapes, Ken McDowell, Mark Luttrull, and Randy 

Coffman. Nos: None.  

Abstentions: J. Thomas and John Bailey abstained from voting because they were not 

present at the previous meeting. 

 

4. Chairperson’s Report-Christina Wooten:  Ms. Wooten had nothing to report. 

 

5. Administrator’s Report (Board Report):  Ms. Smith reported that although progress 

had been made with online licensing, she and Ayla were informed that the vendor they 

had been working with was being replaced. Therefore, we are starting over with a new 

vendor and new platform. 

 

Mr. Luttrull asked if there had been any further financial expenditures related to the 

changing of vendors. Ms. Smith informed him that there were not. 

 

6. Committee Reports. 

a.) Budget and Finance – J Thomas: Mr. Thomas gave an update on the budget and 

presented the “Allotment Budget and Available Cash” Report showing available cash 

of $707,148.38. The next report is the “Summary of Receipts and Disbursements” 

showing revenue of YTD of $71,365.09 and YTD expenditures are $86,663.94 for a 

YTD shortfall of $15,268.85. The next report is the “Outstanding Encumbrances”. 

This is a list of expenses that we may or may not use; that amount is $66,701.75. If 

we go to our “Operating Comparison” our total budget for this year is $279,226.00 

and our total expenses and encumbrances are $135,814.83 for an annual variance of 

$143,411.45. The next report is the “Six Digit Object of Expenditure” Report which 

shows our total expenses for last month at $27,705.02. After review and discussion, a 

motion was made by Mr. Thomas to approve the report as presented. Second by Mr. 

Bailey. Motion carried. 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  



 

b.) Rules and Regulations - Mark Luttrull: Mr. Luttrull reported that there are some 

items to review for approval. 

 

Electronic Abstracts – This language was developed through a joint task force with 

the Oklahoma Land Title Association and would be a revision to the Rules at 5:2-1-2. 

Definitions. 

“5:2-1-2. Definitions 

“Electronic Abstract” means an Abstract of Title as defined in 1 Okla. Stat. §1-20, 

et seq. produced as electronic media or an original digital document, consisting of 

images or digital media that can be transmitted in an electronic format or converted to 

printed output. An Electronic Abstract must be produced in a Portable Document 

Format (PDF)-compatible application or other non-proprietary format. The Electronic 

Abstract and any holder of a certificate of authority that provides an Electronic 

Abstract must be in compliance with all other provisions of 1 Okla. Stat. §1-20, et 

seq. 

 

5:11-5-3. Preparation of abstracts 

(h) Electronic Abstracts.  

(1) Electronic Abstracts may be provided by the holder of a certificate of 

authority in the county in which the property is located. 

(2) A charge for an Electronic Abstract must be the same as a paper Abstract 

of Title pursuant to 1 Okla. Stat. §41.  

(3) Any separate charge for the conversion of an Abstract of Title from paper 

format to electronic format or from electronic format to paper format must be 

disclosed on the “Abstract Fee Schedule” filed and approved by the Oklahoma 

Abstractors Board. 

(4) The conversion of an Abstract of Title from paper format to electronic 

format or from electronic format to paper format must be conducted by a 

licensed abstractor employed by a holder of a certificate of authority for the 

county in which the property is located, or designee under the supervision of 

such holder of a certificate of authority, who shall certify to its conversion 

from one format to the other and to its completeness.” 

 

The first thing that had to be determined is whether an electronic abstract, formerly 

digital abstract, is considered the same as a paper abstract according to Title 1. There 

was consensus that an electronic abstract should be an abstract as afforded in Title 1 

and that it would be able to stand on its own. The requirement for preparation by a 

current Certificate of Authority holder in the county is also the same as for a paper 

abstract. Identical charges for an electronic abstract compared to those for a paper 

abstract are also in accordance with Title 1. During the consideration of the fees for 



conversion of an abstract from paper to electronic or vice versa, the task force 

wrestled with the charge allowed. They did not want the conversion fee to get 

excessive. However, since the conversion fee will be a regulated product, and if there 

was no allowance for a fee it might create undue hardship on the abstractors, a fee 

will be allowed. There is also a stipulation that the conversion must be done by a 

licensed abstractor or by an employee of a current COA holder and the COA holder 

will become responsible for the veracity of the converted product.  

 

Mr. Coffman stated that he felt that regardless of a company’s conversion of an 

abstract, say from paper to electronic, that the original paper abstract still belongs to 

the property owner and the company could not make the decision to destroy that 

paper abstract without permission from the owner. 

 

Mr. Bailey asked whether or not, if the company does not store abstracts, the abstract 

could be destroyed after giving the owner ample opportunity to pick it up. 

 

Mr. Coffman stated that he felt that if there had been ample, good faith notice that it 

would be ok to destroy it if the company so chooses.  

 

Mr. Luttrull stated that there were two terms to be reviewed – A conversion of an 

Abstract, which can only be performed by a current COA holder in the county where 

the property is located, and everything else would be considered a digital copy. If a 

COA holder provides electronic abstracts, should they be required to accept electronic 

abstracts in the same county? Mr. Luttrull said that he believes that they are, but that 

there had been some discussion so he wanted to see what the Board’s thoughts were.  

From the audience, Angela Krieger stated that she felt that if they are viewed as the 

same thing by the law, there should be no difference in the exchange of abstracts in 

whatever form between companies.  

 

Mr. Luttrull went on to the next item which covered the use of a digital copy by an 

abstractor and their assumption of risk in using such a copy. He gave an example of 

Company A sends a paper abstract to Company B. Company B makes a digital copy 

of the abstract. If at a later date, Company B sends the digital copy to Company A 

and asks for the abstract to be brought to date, it will be up to Company A to either 

use the digital copy or not. If they choose to use it, they assume the risk of that digital 

copy and the responsibility of the conversion. He feels it will be important for future 

inspections to be able to tell how that abstract was originally produced, and whether 

there was an official conversion or not. The next item Mr. Luttrull discussed was how 

that information would be reflected in the abstracts, but that there was nothing formal 

being presented. He stated that in his office, the abstract numbers would reflect the 



original format of the abstract. If a COA holder provides an abstract in either form, 

nothing in the proposed rule allows the COA holder to change the form of the abstract 

without the permission of the consumer except in the case of foreclosure. That is not 

in the formal rule, but makes sense since the abstract is the property of another.  

Mr. Coffman asked about the section that states that the COA holder will “certify to 

its conversion.” He feels that there should be some sort of indication as to who the 

COA holder is who has done the conversion. He said that there are times that the 

abstracts go out to closing companies and the closing company will scan abstracts and 

send them back so how will the receiver be able to tell if it is an official electronic 

abstract or a digital copy? Should there be some sort of stamp or certification showing 

the abstractor’s information who officially converted it? He thinks it is important that 

there is. 

 

Mr. Luttrull said that he thought this topic was discussed more than anything else 

related to the legislation. He said that at this point, it would be up to the abstractor to 

determine whether they’d received a digital copy or an electronic abstract. He pointed 

out that his documents would have identifying numbering to help identify that an 

electronic abstract is what was originally produced. However, he didn’t feel there had 

been a solution to clearly define a process so for now, this may be all that can be done 

and as the issue evolves, it can be readdressed. 

 

Mr. Coffman reiterated that it would be up to the abstractor, then, to do their due 

diligence to see how the abstract was produced. 

 

Mr. Luttrull agreed that it is a weak point, but at this time, there was no agreeable 

process or requirement that could be implemented that could be utilized by everyone 

exactly the same to prevent a loss of security.  

 

Mr. Coffman pointed out that if we are going to require them to “certify to a 

conversion” then that certification needs to be memorialized in the abstract somehow. 

Ms. Smith asked about whether or not a “certification” form should be promulgated 

by the Board. 

 

Mr. Luttrull thought that would be fine, but said that it was felt that did not need to be 

part of the rule. 

 

Mr. McDowell pointed out that the rules are going to be ever changing and for now, 

this is the best application of rules that can be made based upon what is known today. 

The rules can’t be too restrictive, but they are more structured than what is in place 

currently. 



 

Ms. Smith pointed out that forms could be promulgated at will. 

 

Mr. McDowell clarified that a form would be used when a conversion took place and 

then be placed in the official abstract. 

 

From the audience, Charles Holleman said that if the abstract’s certificate shows the 

number of pages and is already certified to, that a form is excess work and unneeded.  

 

Ms. Smith asked how it would be evident that something received electronically 

could be verified as to whether it is an electronic abstract or a digital copy that could 

have been converted by someone who was not licensed and retained no responsibility 

for that product.  

 

Mr. Holleman said that if something was received from a closing company or other 

party and the abstractor was unsure, they could just call the abstractor who originated 

the product to verify its format. 

 

Mr. Coffman said that if there was a form, you wouldn’t need to call. 

 

Ms. Smith pointed out that this presentation of language is preliminary and that there 

would be a comment and review period and the language could be tweaked, if 

needed, prior to being presented to the legislature. 

 

From the audience, Michael Korstjens asked that if an electronic product was 

received with no certificate of conversion, the abstractor would have to assume that it 

was built electronically, but it wouldn’t look any different from a digital copy. 

 

Mr. Coffman stated that he felt that it should be abstractors who are changing the 

formats and that there needs to be some way showing that the format was changed by 

a licensed abstractor. 

 

Mr. Luttrull said that he knows it is going to be a work in progress. A motion was 

made by Mr. Luttrull that the proposed rule regarding electronic abstracts be 

approved. Second by Mr. McDowell. Motion carried. 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  

 

Definitions - The next item is related to who is able to order an abstract. Presently, 

there are numerous complaints from various companies that they are receiving orders 



from different parties to a transaction all for the same property. The committee has 

discussed the issue with the OLTA Legislative Committee. They have sent a proposal 

to the Oklahoma Insurance Department and this presented revision is a copy of it 

word for word. 

  

“§ 1-21. Definitions. 

 

As used in the Oklahoma Abstractors Act: 

 

9. “Authorized agent” or “representative” of a current owner or insured means 

a real estate broker, real estate agent, lender, attorney, title insurer, title 

insurance agent, escrow agent, or other duly appointed agent of the current 

owner or insured under a policy of title insurance authorized to act on 

behalf of such current owner or insured in a current transaction.” 

 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Luttrull that the adoption of the language presented for 

Authorized Agent or Representative electronic abstracts be approved. Second by Mr. 

McDowell. Motion carried. 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  

 

Board Members - We are going to make an adjustment to the requirements for a 

person to sit on the Oklahoma Abstractors Board. Currently it states that an individual 

need only work for the holder of a Certificate of Authority, but we are going to 

require the possession of an Abstractors License for the six industry members. 

 

“§ 1-22. Oklahoma Abstractors Board. 

 

A. The Board shall consist of nine (9) members who shall be appointed by 

the Governor and confirmed by the Senate. 

 

1. Six of the members shall be residents of this state who are either a 

holder of a current valid Certificate of Authority or an employee of a holder of a 

current valid Certificate of Authority that has held an Oklahoma Abstractors 

license for not less than five (5) years in a county in the district from which the 

member is appointed prior to appointment. One member shall be appointed from 

each of the following districts:” 

 

 Ms. Schuble suggested that “that” be changed to “who has held…” 

 



A motion was made by Mr. Luttrull that the adoption of the additional language 

requiring that industry board positions also hold a valid Abstractors License for not 

less than five years be approved. Second by Mr. Bailey. Motion carried. 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  

 

Retain Abstract - We are going to swing back to the Option to Retain Property 

Abstract. To keep things in sync, we are seeking to adjust the authorized agent 

section.  

 

“§ 1-43. Option to Retain Property Abstract. 

 

A purchaser of real property shall have the opportunity to retain possession of 

the abstract for the property being purchased. The purchaser shall be notified 

about the option to retain possession at the scheduled closing; however, if a 

contractual obligation to a mortgage company requires retention of the abstract 

by that mortgage company, then the purchaser shall have an opportunity to take 

possession of the abstract upon complete performance of the contractual 

obligations. If a duly licensed abstract company is holding or storing the abstract, 

upon written request from the owner or the authorized agent of the owner, 

pursuant to a current transaction, another party to a current transaction, the 

licensed abstractor shall release the abstract without unnecessary delay. All 

licensed abstractors and certificate of authority holders who refuse to do so shall 

be subject to the following: 

1. A civil penalty to the requesting party of not less than One Hundred 

Dollars ($100.00) and not more than One Thousand Dollars 

($1,000.00) for each occurrence; 

2. Liability in any action for damages, loss or injury suffered or 

incurred by any reason of failure to deliver the abstract pursuant to 

the provisions of this section. Any civil judgment rendered pursuant 

to this paragraph may be enforced in same manner in which other 

civil judgments may be enforced; and 

3. Any administrative penalties and fines enforced by the Oklahoma 

Abstractors Board.” 

 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Luttrull that the adoption of the additional language 

regarding authorized agent be approved. Second by Mr. Bailey. Motion carried. 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  

 



Finally, just an update with regard to HB3363 on the abstractor member terms passed 

the house 94 to 2 and is presently assigned to the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

Because of COVID and the fact that it was not critical legislation, it was held over to 

the next legislative session.  

 

c.) Licensing and Testing-Kenneth McDowell:  Mr. McDowell reported that there had 

been 37 took the test and 33 passed. The next test date will be November 19th at the 

testing center. He also requested that the committee meet after the adjournment of the 

Board Meeting. 

 

d.) Inspections-Katherine Smith: Ms. Smith reported that there had been 10 inspections 

since the last board meeting. Most were without error, but there were a few minor 

findings. People are still using the old Final Title Report form. Companies need to 

ensure that they are using the correct forms. Other than minor indexing errors, there 

was one company using ODCR as the resource to retrieve their court filings. That is a 

violation of the law and the Enforcement Committee is recommending a penalty. The 

law states that you must build your indexes from the records in the Court Clerk’s 

office. There is no allowance for using a 3rd party, privately owned website.  

 

She asked for a motion to approve the inspection reports as presented. Motion was 

made by Mr. Luttrull. Second by Mr. Mapes. Motion passed. 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  

 

Mr. Luttrull commended the Abstractors, closing companies, and title insurance 

teams for the job they have done through the COVID pandemic. 

 

e.) Enforcement Committee Reports-Jeff Mapes:  

Applications for Licenses:  Presented to the Board for approval was a list of 

applicants for abstract licenses or renewals, which are set out in the attachments 

hereto. A motion was made by Mr. Mapes to approve all of the licenses presented, 

subject to administrative review and to make sure all compliance issues were met and 

appropriate fees paid. Second by Mr. Coffman. Motion passed. 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  

Abstention: Jeff Mapes abstained from licenses related to his company’s business 

interests. 

 

Renewal of Certificate of Authority: Presented to the Board for approval was an 

application for renewal of Certificate of Authority by Albright Abstract & Title 

(Kay), Bryan County Abstract, Bryan County Research, Fairview Abstract (Major), 

Guaranty Abstract Partners, LLC dba Smith Brothers Abstract (Tulsa), Jackson 



County Abstract, Modern Abstract and Title, LP (Bryan), Old Republic Title 

Company of Oklahoma (Canadian), Old Republic Title Company of Oklahoma 

(Cleveland), Old Republic Title Company of Oklahoma (Oklahoma), PHS Title, LLC 

dba Smith Brothers Abstract (Pottawatomie), and Photo Abstract (Ottawa). A motion 

was made by Mr. Mapes to approve the applications. Second by Mr. Bailey. Motion 

passed.  

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: Mr. Luttrull voted No on Albright Abstract & 

Title (Kay), Bryan County Abstract, Bryan County Research, Fairview Abstract 

(Major), and Modern Abstract and Title, LP (Bryan) because he feels their Final Title 

Reports are too costly, but yes to all others.  

Abstention: Jeff Bailey abstained from licenses related to his company’s business 

interests. 

 

Application for Transfer of Ownership: Presented to the Board for approval was an 

application for a Transfer of Ownership from United Title Holding Co dba American 

Eagle Abstract Osage County toBuffalo Land Abstract Company, Inc. (Osage).  A 

motion was made by Mr. Mapes to approve the application. Second by Mr. Bailey. 

Motion passed. 

Yeas: J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark Luttrull, and Randy 

Coffman. Nos: None.  

Abstention: Christina Wooten abstained from voting as the application relates to her 

employer’s business interests. 

 

Application for New Permit to Build an Abstract Plant: Presented to the Board for 

approval was an application for a New Permit to Build an Abstract Plant from Mod 

Marshall, LLC (Marshall).  A motion was made by Mr. Mapes to approve the 

application. Second by Mr. Bailey. Motion passed. 

 

There had been an objection to the permit received from the existing Certificate of 

Authority holder. The letter received asked that the applicant not be allowed to use 

the indexes in the Court Clerk’s office at all in the building of their plant. Hershel 

Beard with the COA holder was available and said that they did not want copies of 

the indexes to be used as the company’s indexes, which was slightly different from 

the letter received. 

 

Joshua Burns with Crowe & Dunleavy, representative for the applicant spoke 

regarding the letter received from the COA holder and discussed the differentiation in 

the letter opposed to the comments made live. He asserted that the applicant had no 

intention of using copies of the Clerk’s indexes as their plant’s indexes. However, as 

it is not addressed in the law, there is an intention to use the Clerk’s indexes as a 

resource for building their own indexes in their plant. 

 



Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  

 

Application for New Permit to Build an Abstract Plant: Presented to the Board for 

approval was an application for a New Permit to Build an Abstract Plant from Smith 

Brothers Abstract & Title, Inc. (Logan).  A motion was made by Mr. Mapes to 

approve the application. Second by Mr. Bailey. Motion passed. 

 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  

 

Complaints:   

 

Complaint OAB-2020-W90 Complaint: Delayed release of abstract.  

Complainant states that they requested an abstract from the Respondent whose 

employee then requested a phone number for the customer because they “have had 

customer call looking for their abstract claiming they signed no release” for their 

abstract. Respondent states that the employee was in error and should have asked for 

a verbal or signed release or proof of an existing order. Respondent has a policy that 

all abstract requests are responded to within 48 hours. Summary: Manager was 

countermanding company policy with regard to the release of abstracts. Owner has 

made the company policy clear to the Manager and the Manager has agreed to abide 

by company policy and statutory guidelines. Recommendation: No fine. 

Ms. Smith asked for a motion to close the complaint and terminate the investigation. 

A motion was made by Mr. Coffman to close the complaint and terminate the 

investigation. Second by Mr. McDowell. Motion passed. 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None.  

 

Complaint OAB-2020-W91 -Unnecessary delay of abstract. Complainant states that 

they placed an order on September 3rd with Respondent. Respondent provided 

information showing that the abstract was completed on September 29th. Which is 

exactly the time allowed for an Unplatted update.  Summary: The order was 

completed according to guidelines. Recommendation from Enforcment: No violation. 

Ms. Smith asked for a motion to close the complaint and terminate the investigation. 

A motion was made by Mr. Bailey to close the complaint and terminate the 

investigation. Second by Mr. Mapes. Motion passed. 

Yeas: Christina Wooten, J. Thomas, Jeff Mapes, John Bailey, Ken McDowell, Mark 

Luttrull, and Randy Coffman. Nos: None 

 

7. New Business:  Ms. Wooten asked for new business. There was none.  

 

8. Report Legal Counsel-Marie Schuble:  Ms. Schuble reported that he had worked with 

the Enforcement Committee. She also reported on the Executive Order from the 

Governor mandating the wearing of masks at all times on state properties as well as 



updating the Board on the case out of Love County. She filed an answer for the Board 

and a motion to dismiss. 

 

9. Visitor’s Comments: Ms. Wooten asked for any visitor comments. There were none. 

 

10. Announcement of next meeting: Tuesday, December 15, 2020, at 10:00 a.m., 421 NW 

13th Street, Suite 100 (OLERS) Conference Room, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma unless 

there were still reasons to have the meeting via video conference.  

 

11. The meeting was adjourned by Chairperson Wooten. 

 


