
OKLAHOMA ABSTRACTORS BOARD 

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

October 20, 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. Robert Getchell called the roll. Attending were: Christina Wooten, Jeff Mapes, Ken 

McDowell, Mark Luttrull, Randy Coffman, Robert Getchell, and Scott Ward. Absent: J. 

Thomas and John Bailey. 

 

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

were reviewed. Mr. Coffman pointed out an error in the minutes to be amended. Mr. 

Mapes was shown as voting on an item, but he was not present at the meeting. A motion 

was made by Mr. McDowell to approve the minutes as presented. The motion was 

seconded by Mr. Getchell. Motion carried.  

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

Robert Getchell, and Scott Ward. Nos: None.  

 

4. Chairperson’s Report-Christina Wooten:  Ms. Wooten reported that Randy and she 

had attended the OLTA Regional meetings in September and there had been a great 

turnout. 

 

5. Administrator’s Report (Board Report):  Ms. Smith reported that there have been 

process and platform changes from OMES IT which could impact the office’s service 

capabilities. There shouldn’t be any noticeable disruption, but just in case, she wanted the 

Board to be aware of the issue. She reported that there had been continued progress on 

online licensing and forms are being formatted. They are also upgrading their computer 

systems, which could, again, impact service, but it is unlikely. The new computers should 

be arriving around Thanksgiving. 

 

6. Committee Reports. 

a.) Budget and Finance – Jeff Mapes: Mr. Mapes gave an update on the budget and 

presented the Summary of Receipts and Disbursements report, for the month of 

September showing revenue of $8,485.93, with expenditures for the month of 

$19,788.76 for a shortage of $11,302.83. The YTD collections are $26,800.93 and 

YTD expenditures are $55,908.92 for a YTD shortage of $29,107.99. On the Year To 

Date Operating Comparison, the Encumbrances and Expenses are a total of 

$106,107.60 and our YTD Budget is $279,226.00 for a YTD variance of 

$173,208.68. That leaves an Available Cash balance of $736,989.48. Mr. Mapes 

made a motion to approve the report as presented. Second by Mr. Getchell. Motion 

carried. 

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

Robert Getchell, and Scott Ward. Nos: None.  



 

b.) Rules and Regulations - Mark Luttrull: Mr. Luttrull reported that they were 

working on finalizing the language related to electronic abstracts and hoped to have it 

ready to review by the Board at the November meeting. 

 

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

been 14 people take and pass the test since the last board meeting. The next test date 

will be at the OLTA Basic Abstractors School on October 28th. 

 

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

since the last board meeting but they occurred after the Enforcement Committee 

Meeting, so they will not be reviewed until the November Meeting. 

  

e.) Enforcement Committee Reports-Robert Getchell:  

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. Getchell 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. McDowell. Motion passed. 

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

Robert Getchell, and Scott Ward. Nos: None.  

 

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

application for renewal of Certificate of Authority by American Abstract Company of 

McClain County, Buffalo Land Abstract (Johnston), Grant County Abstract, Logan 

County Abstract, Mayes County Abstract, Oklahoma City Abstract & Title 

(Oklahoma), Okmulgee Land Title Company (Okmulgee). A motion was made by 

Mr. Getchell to approve the applications. Second by Mr. Mapes. Motion passed.  

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

Robert Getchell, and Scott Ward. Nos: Mr. Luttrull voted no on Grant County 

Abstract and yes on all others.  

Abstention: Ms. Wooten abstained from voting on those applications pertaining to her 

employer’s business interests. 

 

 

Mr. Getchell changed the order of the Agenda to cover other items prior to the 

Application for New Certificate of Authority. 

 

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

Transfer of Ownership from Rogers County Abstract. Ms. Smith confirmed that this 

was a stock purchase by an associate of the organization. Because it was a stock 

purchase, all pertinent documentation simply transferred over and there was no need 

for any tail-end insurance. A motion was made by Mr. Getchell to approve the 

application for the transfer of ownership. Second by Mr. Coffman. Motion passed.  

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

Robert Getchell, and Scott Ward. Nos: None.  



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

Transfer of Ownership from American Eagle Title Group to Jamaican Eagle Data 

Limited (Logan). Ms. Smith stated that this is the transfer of ownership for a dormant 

COA to a Domesticated Jamaican entity.  

 

Mr. Luttrull asked for clarification on the language in the document regarding 

licensing to use the plant and it seemed to denote a lease agreement rather than full 

rights to the plant for the COA. Ms. Smith said that she had understood it to be 

similar to other counties where a common owner holds more than one COA, but that 

despite the lease language, either entity could walk away with a copy of the plant.  

 

Mr. Luttrull asked if the assignee could walk away with their own copy. Ms. Smith 

said that it was her understanding. Mr. Luttrull asked for clarification from the 

owners present in the meeting. They did not have the agreement in front of them, and 

could not comment. Mr. Luttrull wanted the language to be clarified to give clear 

designation of that ability to have an independent copy of the plant if the relationship 

terminates. 

 

Counsel for the applicant stated that they would be willing to provide any 

documentation needed if the Board wanted to approve the application pending receipt 

of that documentation. Ms. Smith asked Mr. Luttrull if that would satisfy his need for 

clarification if the applicant submitted an addendum to the agreement clarifying the 

access to an independent plant should the entities dissolve the agreement. Mr. Luttrull 

affirmed that it would. 

 

Counsel for the applicant stated that there was no term stated in the agreement, so the 

intent was that it would be perpetual. Mr. McDowell said that he had some of the 

same concerns that Mr. Luttrull had.  

 

A motion was made by Mr. Getchell to approve the application for the transfer of 

ownership pending receipt of an addendum to the agreement that addresses the ability 

of both COA Holders to exit the agreement with a complete copy of the abstract 

plant. Second by Mr. McDowell. Motion passed.  

Yeas: Jeff Mapes, Ken McDowell, Mark Luttrull, Randy Coffman, Robert Getchell, 

and Scott Ward. Nos: None.  

Abstention: Ms. Wooten abstained from voting on the application as it pertained to 

her employer’s business interests. 

 

Renewal of Permit to Build an Abstract Plant: Presented to the Board for approval 

was an application for renewal of Permit to Build an Abstract Plant by Arbuckle Title 

(Carter). A motion was made by Mr. Getchell to approve the application. Second by 

Mr. McDowell. Motion passed. 

 

Mr. Luttrull asked when the original permit was granted. Ms. Smith asked whether he 

wanted the date for the original permit or the one that was reinstituted by law. The 



original was granted previous to the Board’s formation in the 2006-2007 timeframe. 

It was reinstituted by law in 2013. 

 

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

Robert Getchell, and Scott Ward. Nos: Mark Luttrull. 

 

Application for New Certificate of Authority: Presented to the Board for approval 

was an application for a New Certificate of Authority by United Title Holding Co 

LLC dba American Eagle Abstract Osage County.  A motion was made by Mr. 

Getchell to approve the application. Second by Mr. Ward. Motion passed. 

Yeas: Jeff Mapes, Ken McDowell, Mark Luttrull, Randy Coffman, Robert Getchell, 

and Scott Ward.  Nos: None. 

Abstention: Ms. Wooten abstained from voting on the application as it pertained to 

her employer’s business interests. 

 

Mr. Getchell stated that he knew there were objections to the application and asked 

for those comments. Mr. Gentner Drummond, representative for Pawhuska Abstract 

& Title, LLC presented that he is a 57-year resident of Osage County, he has read 

thousands of titles and abstracts in Osage County, he is the principle owner in the 

largest bank in Osage County, and partners with the owners of Pawhuska Abstract. 

He state that the purpose of the objection from Pawhuska Abstract is not to reduce 

competition, but that they welcome United’s competition. The objection is to uphold 

the integrity of the abstracting institute in Oklahoma, so that there are no doors that 

can be opened for challenges. He further stated that the property ownership in Osage 

County is unique because of the ownership of lands by the Osage nation because of 

the many treaties and Federal laws governing land ownership and usage. Therefore, 

it’s title examination standards are different from any other county in Oklahoma and 

require review of many Federal requirements and laws. Those Federal records are not 

reflected in the County Clerk’s records and are oftentimes only found at Pawhuska 

Abstract and occasionally in the Osage Nation’s records. Without the examination of 

these Federal records, the title surety will be compromised and create uncertainty. 

Only with the information held by Pawhuska Abstract, can surety of title be created. 

He pointed out OAC 5-11-1-B-3 that states that the Board can consider other factors 

that are not obtained through an inspection. Because all land in Osage County, with 

the exception of reserved townships, was once owned by a tribe member and often 

the allotee and his/her heirs were not probated through the normal county level 

channels. This, again, requires review of Federal records, if they exist. Only 

Pawhuska Abstract has all such records and they insert the appropriate 

“Determination of Heirs” into their abstracts. If there are restrictions on the land that 

are not caught by the abstractor, any transactions can be rendered as void and the title 

is not able to be quieted. Further, Pawhuska Abstract carries the blood quantum 

records. United Title has stated that they have the records up to the 1957 records, but 

this does not include the allotee’s heirs, nor the subsequent actions of the allottee’s or 

their heirs since 1957. The probability to injury to land ownership is certain. If that 

occurs, then the integrity of the abstracting laws in the state of Oklahoma are 

compromised. The company welcomes the competition, but does not welcome 



tragedy in the land records. He suggest that if the Board is in a conundrum and they 

might want to seek counsel and formulate a declaratory ruling for Osage County 

which should be done only by a judge who knows Osage County well and then come 

back with a recommendation on this issue. 

 

The counsel for the Applicant, stated that he had sent in a response to the initial 

objection, which the Board should have seen. He stated that while Mr. Drummond’s 

response is that they welcome competition, it is impossible to compete because they 

have access to items which other people don’t have. He pointed out that Mr. 

Drummond had stated that Osage County is unlike any other county, and that may be 

true, but the law related to the county and the law relating to the Board, are the same. 

There are no exceptions for Osage County. The same rules apply in all 77 counties. 

The rule that says the Board may consider other information, but the rules say that the 

Board shall issue a certificate upon showing certain facts, which the Applicant 

believes that the Board has received. The decision of the Board is governed by the 

Oklahoma Abstractors Act as enacted by the legislature and Oklahoma case law 

supports that, as well. The actions of the Board cannot be greater than what the 

statutes require. Therefore, it is not proper to refuse the Certificate of Authority of the 

requirements of the statutes have been met, the Abstractors Act does not present a 

requirement for Osage Indian records. There must be a showing that the Applicant 

has not met the requirements for building a plant. Title 1 Section 21 covers what is 

required for an abstract plant and the same phrases appear that the company has to 

have a record of all documents or matters in the offices of the County Clerk or the 

County Court Clerk in the county. There is also a requirement that the company has a 

record of instruments affection real property in the county offices. The definition of 

an abstract plant appear to be hard coded in the law. The Certificate of Authority 

requirements only cover county records and does not mention other records. This has 

been borne out in the Oklahoma Supreme Court. The records mentioned by Mr. 

Drummond are not in the county offices. There are also statutes regarding 

maintaining a plant and the same references to county records are repeated there and 

are clear. There is still no mention of outside records. There are also provisions in the 

law about gaining access to records in the county offices and do not go beyond that 

allowance. The legislature has approved this framework for defining what an abstract 

plant is, what records are required, and access to obtain those records. The 

requirement to grant a Certificate of Authority as the statutes allow consists of 

compliance with the statutes, and an abstract plant available for use. There is no 

discretion if those requirements have been met, the statute states that the Board shall 

grant a Certificate of Authority who has complied with the provisions of the 

Oklahoma Abstractors Act. United has complied with these provisions and is entitled 

to receive a Certificate of Authority today. Some abstractors certify to records outside 

of the county’s records, but that is not unique to Osage County. The counsel for the 

existing COA holder mentioned a particular book in their initial objection, and United 

has obtained a copy of that book, as well. It has information of all of the allotee’s and 

United also has copies of the Certificates of Competency despite neither of those 

items being required by the statutes. It appears that although the counsel stated that 



there is no intention to limit competition, that is exactly what they are trying to do. He 

then requested that the Board approve the Certificate that day. 

 

Mr. Drummond responded that while they may have the records up to 1957, they do 

not have what happened to those individuals since 1957. That information can be 

obtained with great hardship, if they choose to do that, but they may not. In response 

to the word shall, the drafters of the rule anticipated exceptions. They anticipated 

what they couldn’t anticipate and that’s why they gave the option to consider other 

information. The issue is simple, if the Board values the integrity of title in Osage 

County, it must decline. If they do not value the integrity of title in Osage County, 

then grant the Certificate.  

 

Counsel for the Applicant responded that while the Board may view other 

information, it is clear when it says it shall grant the certificate if the listed criteria are 

met. It states that an abstractor has access to the records in the county and does not 

give access to records located in Ft. Worth, TX or in any other state or outside the 

county in which the Certificate is located. There might be a plate etched on by an 

angel out there somewhere, but the legislation is very clear in its code and the 

responsibilities of the Board are very clear. Mr. Drummond may have said that the 

Board should enter into some form of litigation to clarify the issue, but the law is very 

clear on the Board’s duties.  

 

Mr. Coffman asked if an abstract is produced without the items that Mr. Drummond 

pointed out, are there going to be underwriters that are willing to insure that title. 

 

The Applicant responded in the affirmative. Yes, as an underwriter, they would be 

willing to insure a property related to the abstracts they produce. There are often 

questions that come up that have to be researched, but that is not unique to Osage 

County. Issues of title insurance are not part of the legislation for the Abstractors 

Board.  

 

Mr. Coffman asked if there are items that become required that are not part of the 

abstract, would the company be willing to go to the lengths needed to satisfy that 

requirement. The Applicant stated that they do the same thing any abstractor would 

do. If there is a requirement, they will do what is needed to satisfy it.  

 

Mr. Drummond stated that everyone in the room wants abstracting to continue in 

Oklahoma. Everyone knows the value of abstracts and how they reduce the cost of 

title insurance. But the neighboring states have done away with abstracts. There 

adversaries within the state who are looking for an opportunity to lobby their 

legislators to remove the abstract requirement. The Board is opening the door to those 

adversaries.  

 

Mr. Luttrull asked the Applicant if there were any particular requirements related to 

the Bar Association’s Title Examination Standards that are specific to Osage County. 

The answer was negative. 



 

Mr. Getchell, in looking at the information presented, and referring to every abstract 

he has read related to Osage County, every Certificate of Competency has a book and 

page associated with it. Are there some that are not in the land records? Mr. 

Drummond is stating that yes, those exist. Mr. Getchell asked the Applicant if they 

were saying that if they are not in the land records, they will make an effort to get 

those. The Applicant says that they would proceed to gain information as they would 

any other records that were needed. Mr. Getchell pointed out that the document 

presented in the objection did not have a legal description attached to it, therefore, he 

would assume that there is an index of names that has everyone who has been issued 

a Certificate of Competency. The answer was affirmative. 

 

Mr. Getchell stated that he spent time reviewing the information contained in the 

objection and the response. He also reviewed the sample abstracts that were provided 

and it was made easier because he had previously reviewed abstracts for the same 

legal descriptions and was able to compare and ensure that there was nothing missing. 

All of those abstracts looked fine. He then asked Ms. Smith to summarize her 

activities related to the inspection. Ms. Smith stated that in addition to the 10 abstracts 

that were prepared, as with all inspections for a new COA, there were 25 chains of 

title prepared, and name searches are done on court items. There were roughly 5,000 

names checked and only one error was found on a Lot/Block legal that had the lot 

listed, but not the block. Chains are verified at the County Clerk’s office and all 

records matched on the chains when the comparison was made. There were no 

significant or systemic errors discovered.  

 

Ms. Smith then read the Director’s Report into the record. Comes now Katherine 

Smith, State Administrator of Abstracting of the Oklahoma Abstractors Board, and 

states: 

The application for certificate of authority has been received in proper form and 

reviewed. 

 

Proper notification was made by posting on the OAB website, notifying the Court 

Clerk and County Clerk of Osage County, as well as all Certificate of Authority and 

Permit holders in Osage County. 

 

Comments were received from the existing COA holder’s legal counsel. 

 

Payment of the applicable fees have been made in the correct amount of $1,200.00.  

E&O Insurance in the sum of $1,000,000.00 and a County records certificate of 

deposit of $25,000.00 have been posted. 

 

Inspections have been performed by the Inspectors on behalf of the OAB and all have 

found an adequate abstract plant available for use. 

 



The name of the company is not deceptively similar to other certificate of authority or 

permit holders, and the company has an actual physical presence in the county of 

Osage. 

 

According to the foregoing, the application for a Certificate of Authority is in 

compliance with Title 1 of the Oklahoma Statutes and 5:11-9-1 of the Permanent 

Rules of the OAB. 

 

As the State Administrator of Abstracting of the Oklahoma Abstractor’s Board, I 

hereby recommend that the Application for Certificate of Authority submitted by 

United Title Holding Co., LLC dba American Eagle Abstract Osage County be 

approved. Signed Katherine Smith dated October 20, 2020. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Getchell to approve the application. Second by Mr. Ward. 

Motion passed. 

Yeas: Jeff Mapes, Ken McDowell, Mark Luttrull, Randy Coffman, Robert Getchell, 

and Scott Ward.  Nos: None. 

Abstention: Ms. Wooten abstained from voting on the application as it pertained to 

her employer’s business interests. 

 

7. New Business:  Ms. Wooten asked for new business. Ms. Smith presented an item for the 

Licensing and Testing Committee. Jamaican Eagle Data, with the transfer of ownership 

that was approved, has individuals they would like to take the licensing exam. Typically, 

if there are at least 5 individuals to test, Ms. Smith will go to them to proctor the exam. 

However, Jamaica is a bit farther away and there would be additional costs to consider 

and the possibility to remotely proctor the exam or other means to accommodate the 

need. 

 

Mr. Getchell asked if the test was written or online. Ms. Smith confirmed that in the 

testing center, it is computer based, but in-person proctoring is a written exam. Mr. 

Getchell expressed hesitancy with regard to using something like Zoom to proctor the 

exam. Ms. Smith stated that there are 4 different tests that are used that contain varying 

questions from a pool of 150 possible questions.   

 

Mr. Getchell stated that he had noticed some discrepancies on the website that need to be 

reviewed. 

 

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

the Enforcement and Rules Committees. 

 

9. Visitor’s Comments: Ms. Wooten asked for any visitor comments. Mitzi Combs 

thanked the Board for having representatives visit the OLTA Regional Meetings. She 

reminded everyone about the Basic Abstractors School in October and thanked the Board 

for allowing Ms. Smith to come and give the exam. 

 



10. Announcement of next meeting: Tuesday, November 17, 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. Executive Session: Ms. Wooten presented the Board’s desire to enter Executive Session 

to discuss the lawsuit coming out of Love County related to the recent COA approval. A 

motion was made by Mr. McDowell to move into Executive Session. Second by Mr. 

Coffman. Motion passed. 

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

Robert Getchell, and Scott Ward.  Nos: None.  

 

A motion was made by Mr. McDowell to exit Executive Session. Second by Mr. 

Getchell. Motion passed. 

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

Robert Getchell, and Scott Ward.  Nos: None.  

 

12. The meeting was adjourned by Chairperson Wooten. 

 


