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MINUTES 
General Session: (Open to the Public) 

• Welcome / Jeff Wiener (10:33 AM) 
o Larry Blake is excused for travel issues. He asked Jeff to lead the meeting. 

• Adopt Minutes of Previous Meeting 
o Subcommittee minutes do not need to be approved. This will be changed to “Review Minutes of 

Previous Meeting” going forward. 
o Mark Chapman says he didn’t make the comment that is attributed to him under 7(d) — “Mark 

Chandler suggests allowing no more than one CE program conducted at the office of any client 
per calendar quarter.” However, upon review of the recorded meeting, the voice sounds like 
Mark Chapman. 

• New Business (moved from T&E Committee meeting’s Hot Topics) 
o Title Searches from Insurers or Agencies Not Licensed in the State of Utah / Bob 
 What licenses are required to conduct “title services” to a particular entity? 
 Jeff recommends moving it back to the T&E Committee’s Hot Topics for April. 

o Cohabitation of a Law Firm / Mark Chapman 
 Can a law firm that practices law but also functions as a title company cohabitate with itself? 

Meaning, can one person who holds two different licenses (attorney and title) operate out of the 
same office, or must they physically separate the pieces of their business? 

 The issue is whether the work performed for a client by the law side could funnel business to the 
title side, which would be illegal under current state statute. 



 Bob suggests that the rule needs to either define “client” or it needs to spell out what attorneys 
can and cannot do. 

 Mark Chapman will work on language for the April subcommittee meeting. 
• Review Changes Made Last Month 
• Purpose of Subcommittee is to Discuss Title & Escrow Related Rule R592-6 

o R592-6-4(20) update / Bob 
 Joseph McPhie notes that new HUD forms require that rates be provided up front. He thinks there 

will be a lot of pressure from lenders to tell them an accurate title rate right at the start. Jeff thinks 
if we have it to provide and it can be provided electronically, why not provide it? 

 Bob asks James Seaman if he thinks 20 should be dumped or kept. James says 20 is OK, it’s just 
convoluted and tough to figure out what’s allowed. 

 Scott Cope says it would be best to define what title producers can provide to clients, then the 
delivery method is irrelevant.  

 Jeff says the discussion about 20 is whether to strike it entirely. It’s a discussion on what’s to be 
provided, and if it can be provided, what’s the format? Bob asks if anyone has an objection to 
striking 20. 

 Bob will look at what impact striking 20 would have, along with a recommended course of 
action. 

o R592-6-4(24) update / James 
  

o R592-6-5(5) update / Sylvia 
 James revised his handout from February. 
 Jeff says he would prefer to have the rule set up so what’s prohibited is paying a fee. He suggests 

limiting the language in James’ R592-6-5(XX)(b) so that what’s allowed is agents can use social 
media, they just can’t pay for it. 

 Bob thinks the wordier the rule gets, the more it opens up to interpretation and discussion. 
 Scott doesn’t have a problem with listing out the specific items that are allowed in the rule, much 

like what has happened elsewhere in R592 generally. He says the title industry tends to push the 
envelope, so that’s why the rule has to be specific. 

 Carol Yamamoto thinks the rule needs to be specific so agents know what they can do and what 
they cannot do. James McPhie points to 31A-23a-402(8)(b) and suggests that if this piece was in 
the preamble of the rule, it could reduce the amount of specifics required in the rule. 

 What is easiest for the Department to enforce? 
 James will remove 4 lines for April. 

o R592-6-5(9) 
 Suzette points out that other lines of insurance moved their allowed gift amounts to $100, and 

wants to know if title producers want to do the same. (Currently gifts are allowed up to $75.) 
Nothing was decided. There was discussion both for and against increasing the amount. 

o R592-6-5(7)(d) update / Jeff 
o R592-6-5(11) 
 Scott thinks (11) should be taken out of the rule. Tammy and Jeff both agree. A producer 

shouldn’t have to compete against a subsidiary by forming a subsidiary. 
 Jeff asks for (11) to be stricken from the rule. 

o R592-6-5(10) 
 Jeff would prefer that items contained within property profiles be specifically permitted, rather 

than prohibited. This would potentially require a review of the whole rule. 
o Education 
 Mark Chandler says education is the best place to tell people what they can and cannot do with 

regard to title. Jeff thinks there should be a free-for-all on educating people on title because it is 
so important. He thinks the rule should eliminate meals from the rule, because meals are the 
inducement, not the education. 



 Scott points out that the issue is if a client has a producer set up shop in their office to do CE 
courses for their new agents. 

 The Commissioner says his issue is with the quality of what is being taught. He says location is 
important because if it’s at a client’s office, it functions as a tool to get people to buy their 
product. If it’s at a CPCU or CIC, then the quality is often better. 

 Jeff suggests that there be no food cost if education takes place at the client’s office, but if it’s at 
the title office (or a rented facility) you can serve food. Off-site education can be done at a 
specific location one time a month. 

 There is also discussion about whether to provide education courses to lenders regarding the 
CFPB changes that are coming up, and how to do it. Jeff and Mark Chapman will work on it for 
April. 

• Business (if necessary) 
• Discuss Date and Time of Next Meeting(s) 

o April 13 @ 9:30AM (or immediately following the Title & Escrow meeting) 
• Adjourn (12:17 PM) 


