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MINUTES 
BOARD OF FUNERAL, CEMETERY, AND CONSUMER SERVICES 

VIDEOCONFERENCE MEETING 
MAY 7, 2026 - 10:00 A.M. 

 
A. Call to Order, Preliminary Remarks, and Roll Call 
 
Ms. Jill Peeples – Good morning, this is Jill Peeples, Chair of the Board of Funeral, Cemetery, and Consumer Services. Today is 
Thursday, May 7, 2026, and I'll call the meeting to order and turn it over to Ms. Simon. 
 
Ms. Ellen Simon – Thank you, ma’am. Good morning, everyone. My name is Ellen Simon. I am the Assistant Director for the 
Division of Funeral, Cemetery, and Consumer Services. Today is May 7, 2026, and it is approximately 10:00 a.m. This is a 
public meeting of the Board of Funeral, Cemetery, and Consumer Services. This meeting is being held by videoconference. 
Notice of this meeting has been duly published in the Florida Administrative Register. An agenda for this meeting has been 
made available to the public as well. Both the link and call-in number are on the agenda, which has been made available to the 
public. The link and call in number as well as other information relating to this Board meeting has also been published on the 
Division's website. Ms. LaTonya Bryant is recording the meeting and minutes will be prepared.  
 
As this is a videoconference of the Board, there are some items I need to draw your attention to. For one, as a general rule, 
please do not utilize your video camera for the meeting unless you are a Board member, Board counsel, or an authorized 
Division employee.  If you have a matter listed on the agenda and intend to appear before the Board to represent yourself, or if 
you are an attorney that is representing a client, only turn your video camera option on when we have reached the agenda 
item that you want to be heard on or when you hear your name called. Then turn your video camera option off again as soon 
as your matter has been addressed by the Board.  
 
As always, we need everyone that is on the call to place their phone or audio feed on mute, if you are not speaking. The 
ambient noise coming from someone's phone or audio, which is not muted, causes severe disruption to the meeting. If you are 
not muted, you may be muted by Division staff. As a result, you may need to call back into the meeting because that may be 
the only way to unmute your phone. Also, if you are using your computer or smartphone for your audio feed, please 
remember to speak directly into the microphone on your device. To do so otherwise negatively impacts the recording of this 
meeting. Just as in a live meeting, persons speaking are requested to identify themselves for the record each time they speak. 
Participants are respectfully reminded that the Board’s Chair, Ms. Peeples, runs the meeting. Persons desiring to speak should 
initially ask the Chair for permission.  
 
As a reminder to Board members, you are to refrain from commenting on facts not included within your Board packages and 
instead base your decision solely on the information in your Board packages, as well as testimony provided at this meeting. 
Additionally, ongoing investigations are private and confidential and are not to be discussed, even for the purposes of 
confirming there is an investigation.  
 
Just a few words about Item X on your agenda, which is Public Comment. Public Comment is reserved for general comments 
by the public and not for re litigation of any matter before the Board. Please be aware that if Public Comment is used as an 
attempt to relitigate a matter that has been heard on this agenda, the Board will be instructed that the comment is not 
appropriate for Public Comment, and it should not be considered for further discussion.  
 
As a final reminder, Board meetings are public meetings under Florida Law, and anything said via chat is subject to a public 
records request. This feature should only be used for technological issues you may be experiencing, and all inquiries in chat 
should be directed to Mary Schwantes, our Executive Director. She is monitoring the chat feature and, as necessary, will 
forward your inquiry to someone who can assist in resolution of the problem. Madam Chair, at this point I will call the roll: 
 Jill Peeples, Chair 
 Andrew Clark, Vice Chair 
 David Chapman 
 Sanjena Clay   
 Vincent “Todd” Ferreira            
 Christian “Chris” Jensen 
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 Kenneth “Ken” Jones {EXCUSED} 
 Janis Liotta {EXCUSED} 
 William “Bill” Quinn  
 Darrin Williams  
 
Also noted as present:   
Rachelle Munson, Board Legal Advisor  
Kimberly Marshall, Department Legal Counsel 
Greg Caracci, Department Legal Counsel  
LaTonya Bryant, Department Staff  
 
Ms. Simon – Madam Chair, both Janis Liotta and Ken Jones are excused from today's Board meeting, and there is a quorum 
remaining for the business of the Board. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, ma'am.  
 
B. Action on the Minutes 

(1) March 5, 2026 
 
Ms. Simon – It may be appropriate right now for a Board member to make a motion regarding the minutes of the March 5, 
2026, meeting. 
 
MOTION: Ms. Sanjena Clay moved to adopt the minutes. Mr. David Chapman seconded the motion, which passed 
unanimously. 
 
C. Old Business 

(1) Petition for Section 120.57(2), Florida Statutes, Administrative Hearing (Adverse Licensing History) 
(a) Moore, Carnell 

 
Ms. Simon – Is this Mr. Moore or a representative of Mr. Moore's on the call today? I see Mr. Moore is on the call. Mr. Moore, 
do you have representation during today's meeting? 
 
Mr. Carnell Moore – No, ma'am. I'll be speaking myself. 
 
Ms. Simon – Thank you. On December 5, 2025, the Division received an application for preneed sales agent licensure. The 
applicant answered “Yes” to the background question regarding adverse licensing history on the application due to 
disciplinary action that required disclosing. The adverse licensing is as follows: In 2016, disciplinary actions were filed against 
the Applicant by the North Carolina Department of Financial Services of Insurance where he was fined $500 and disciplined 
by the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA) where his securities license was suspended for thirty (30) days, and 
he was fined $5,000. An additional disciplinary action was filed in 2024 against Mr. Moore by FINRA where his securities 
license was suspended for ninety (90) days, and he was fined $10,000. These actions occurred in North Carolina and Florida, 
respectively. This application for licensure came before the Board in January 2026. The Board denied the application for 
licensure in a Notice of Intent to Deny. The application was filed on or about April 6, 2026. That Notice of Intent is included in 
this Board package. The Applicant timely petitioned for an informal administrative hearing, with no material facts in dispute, 
pursuant to Section 120.57(2) Florida Statutes. The Petition is also included in the Board package. The Division recommends 
the Board affirm the denial of the applicant for preneed sales agent licensure. And Mr. Moore, if you could please raise your 
right hand. Do you swear to tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 
 
Mr. Moore – Yes, ma'am. 
 
Ms. Simon – Please state your name and spell your last name for the record. 
 
Mr. Moore – My name is Carnell Moore, and the last name is spelled M-O-O-R-E. 
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Ms. Simon – Thank you, sir. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Moore. We appreciate you being a part of the meeting today. Would you like to address the 
Board members? 
 
Mr. Moore – Yes, Madam Chair. Thank you for letting me be here today. I just wanted to come back and talk about how the 
first meeting went a little bit and just really give some more background about me. And so, like the information said that I sent 
in, I'm a U.S., you know, disabled military member, but more than that, a man of God, I have been married for -- I've been 
with my wife now thirty-seven (37) years, five (5) kids, never been in trouble, don't do drugs, and I've had a long, successful 
career actually in the financial services industry for the past thirty (30) years. I've won numerous awards, I have been among 
billion-dollar producers for multiple years, trained financial advisors for Merrill Lynch in five (5) different counties. I've had a 
really, really great, great career. And so, I just wanted to come back and say, I want the whole body of work if you guys 
consider that when deciding if I should have a preneed license.  
 
I've been a planner pretty much ever since I entered the industry. That's just how First Union Bank taught me to be a trust 
officer. It was a lot of planning when I first got into the industry. And I was a trust officer for three (3) years before going into 
the relationship with Merrill Lynch where I became a certified financial planner and has been so ever since. I take all my 
clients through a certain process that we decide not just how money is going to be transferred, but we now also talk about 
them, what's going to happen to them. And so, we go down that road and I thought preneed license would be a very good 
addition to my business practice. We're having some conversations around it, so I just wanted to make it official to have 
conversations around it and take them through what they might need. I just want to say I still -- you know, I'm a member of 
my church. I have been there for over thirty (30) years. I taught Sunday school for twelve (12) years. I still coach the youth 
leagues at the church.  
 
So, I know I do have some things on my record, but none of it ever was done to hurt a client. I've had zero client complaints in 
my over thirty (30) years in the business. I always try to do what was best for my clients. So those administrative actions that 
were taken against me -- I did have a client, she had just bought her new house and was very excited. So, I had her fill out the 
new address form and she didn't have the account number on it. She asked me to put it on it and that's what I did. The other 
lady involved was a quadriplegic, trying to complete documents, with basically a pen in her mouth. So, I just told her to sign, 
and I'll fill out the form and that was just my best way of helping her. So, you know, I wish it had turned out differently, but 
my thing is to always serve my clients and that's what I was doing. With that being said, I'll let you all ask me questions.  
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. We appreciate you being a part of the meeting today. Board members, do you have questions 
for Mr. Moore? 
 
Ms. Clay – Madam Chair, I'd just like to further clarification. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am, please. 
 
Ms. Clay – Mr. Moore, I just wanted you to clarify. You indicated the paraplegic you told to sign the document, and you 
would complete it. How did it come about being considered an offense? Did she report you? 
 
Mr. Moore – No, Ms. Clay, she did not report me at all. She was a very good client, still a very good client. It came about 
basically as -- it's in the records. I wasn't hiding anything. So, in emails, they could see me communicating with her. So, they 
saw where I would actually -- I started to send her the forms for her signature because she said, "I don't want any of my 
information in the mail." She didn't grow up a quadriplegic. She had unfortunately had a medical incident which took away 
her hands and feet. And so, she just got a settlement, and I started working with her. So, I went out to North Carolina. I'm 
based in Florida. So, I went out to her and just witnessed firsthand how things were being handled with paperwork and that 
was tough for her. And so, my relationship with her was, okay, let's try to make this easier. We did not have a portal, at least 
at that time, at my broker dealer. So, I would send her the documents, and she would sign and then we'd get on the phone and 
go over the information that needs to be completed in the document. So, everything was always authorized. She knew 
everything. There was nothing -- there's no wrongdoing to report with the exception of, I learned the rule would have been 
better if I completed the form first and have her sign it. But like I said, there was no portal for that information to come 
through. It would either be going through regular mail or email, and she did not want that. 
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Ms. Clay – And no document was notarized or witnessed that you did your transaction with her with the agreement that you 
would complete the forms? 
 
Mr. Moore – No, ma'am. There was no need for any notarization. They were just basic broker dealer type forms. We don't 
have them notarized or anything like that. There was no false information given. FINRA even reported that at all times 
everything was authorized and the client never complained. 
 
Ms. Clay – Got you. May I ask a follow-up? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes. 
 
Ms. Clay – So my question is not whether or not you completed the forms and how you did it. Was there any documentation 
that she gave you authorization to do what you did? 
 
Mr. Moore – You mean, did she – 
 
Ms. Clay – So you had -- she signed a form before the form was completed. Is that what she did? And she trusted you to 
complete the form? 
 
Mr. Moore – Yes, she trusted me to complete the form. And they were our forms. They were never her forms. They were our 
forms that -- it's basically information a lot of times, like she needs to put her name and address. But then you got the social 
security, date of birth, so there was some information she did not want the public to know, meaning the amount of money she 
may have to be investing. And then the social security, date of birth stuff, just being afraid that someone might get information 
that could make her a target. I think that's more likely where she was coming from. 
 
Ms. Clay – So, my question is based on us knowing that you really did have authorization from her to complete the form and 
what was there to indicate that the form was filled out accurately or to her best interest if she was signing the documents 
beforehand? 
 
Mr. Moore – First and foremost is me. I have high integrity. So, and then, yes, she trusted me. I actually work with additional 
family members of hers. So, and it was basically her telling me -- she didn't give me in writing do this, but we do have 
communication from her that says, you know, thanks for always helping me. And we do have oversight in the office. So, when 
we turn in these forms, if something seemed like it's going to hurt somebody, they would catch that. But hopefully the advisor 
themselves or at least I would never do anything to cause pain around a financial issue for my job, so. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Clay, does that complete your questions? 
 
Ms. Clay – It does, Madam Chair. Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Chapman? 
 
Mr. Chapman – Thank you, Madam Chair. Mr. Moore, you are a certified financial planner. Is that your main job? 
 
Mr. Moore – Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Chapman – And you work for Edward Jones, some type of firm like that or a bank? 
 
Mr. Moore – I'm sorry, sir. 
 
Mr. Chapman – It's okay. 
 
Mr. Moore – Actually, I work from an independent standpoint. So, certified financial planning is one part of my education that 
I use to advise clients. My company is called Vital Guidance Incorporated. And so, we focus on what we consider the three (3) 
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most important parts of everyone's life, and that's relationship, wellness, and then financial services. And when we feel people 
are comfortable in those three (3) areas, then we talk about them giving back to help others. 
 
Mr. Chapman – Are you getting your leads through direct mail, from mail outs, or are you getting your leads through funeral 
homes? 
 
Mr. Moore – Well, I don't work with a funeral home right now, but my leads are mostly referral. Like I said, I've been in the 
business for thirty (30) plus years, so I get very warm leads from my clients or from friends. I don't do any cold calling. 
 
Mr. Chapman – Okay. So, you're basically your own boss. You're an entrepreneur and you run your own organization. 
 
Mr. Moore – To a certain extent, yes, we have agreements – 
 
Mr. Chapman – You mentioned safeguards previously. If you're your own boss and you're running your own operation, what 
safeguards do you have that have been implemented at your place that oversees to make sure that you're doing the right 
thing, your Is are dotted and your Ts are crossed. How are you handling your safeguards on this so that these instances won't 
happen again? 
 
Mr. Moore – Well, we're independent advisors, but we have compliance we have to deal with all our – 
 
Mr. Chapman – Who's your compliance officer? Who looks at your work to make sure that all your Is are dotted and your Ts 
crossed? 
 
Mr. Moore – It depends on the direction we're going. So therefore, we are going in – 
 
Mr. Chapman – We're talking about preneed in the death care industry. 
 
Mr. Moore – If it's preneed in the funeral home that I would be working for, I would work through their compliance. 
 
Mr. Chapman – So what you're saying is, you're going to go in and talk to these people, fill out the paper, and you're 
expecting the funeral homes to make sure that they know all the rules and regulations of what you're doing? 
 
Mr. Moore – No, sir. We would get training also. That part is still being developed. So, I've already had conversation to be 
brought in to help with a funeral home. But I still have to go in and learn their rules and make sure I follow their guidelines. 
 
Mr. Chapman – See, I just don't see the safeguards. I don't see any type of implementation of the safeguards to make sure that 
these incidents don't happen again. I’m just not getting a clear picture from you telling me that you've got the proper 
safeguards in place. 
 
[Audio cuts out] 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Chapman, you're muted, sir. 
 
Mr. Chapman – Sorry about that. You haven't proven to me that you got the proper safeguards in there right now to make 
sure that these incidents don't happen again. 
 
Mr. Moore – I'm going to be working for a company. So, I really have to go in and learn what their system and what they want 
me to follow. 
 
Mr. Chapman – What company are you going to be working for? 
 
Mr. Moore – It was Wilson's Funeral Home. It's here in Tampa Bay. 
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Chair Peeples – And if I may, Mr. Chapman, to caveat on your questions to Mr. Moore? Mr. Moore, that was one of the 
questions I was going to have, is if you were affiliated with a firm and you've mentioned that that has not been completed yet. 
But are you aware of what type of preneed program Wilson's Funeral Home has in place? Do they have insurance-based? Are 
they trust-based? If so, who are they affiliated with? 
 
Mr. Moore – When they decided they wanted to hire me and bring me on, that's when we started the licensing process. And 
that was turned down, not clear. So, I never got a chance to go in to learn their system because the license wasn't approved. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir. But they should have relayed to you how they fund their prearranged agreements, whether it's 
insurance or trust. And that's one of the questions I have is, you know, because you've had a denial, you've made a petition for 
a hearing today, which we are participating in. I need more information. Who are you going to be working with? You've given 
us that name. Who are they affiliated with? 
 
Mr. Moore – They are a privately owned organization. 
 
Chair Peeples – No, sir. What I'm asking is, who are they affiliated with to provide prearrangements to consumers? Are they 
affiliated with an insurance-based company? There's several of them in the industry. Are they affiliated with -- like the 
Independent Funeral Directors of Florida or FSI, who offer trust-based preneed funding? That's the question I have. 
 
Mr. Moore – I'm sorry. I cannot speak for them right now. I don't have their information. I was here, thought this was about 
me more than them. And so, I did not ask them to join me here. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir. It's a very important item because, as Mr. Chapman mentioned about safeguards, that would let us as 
Board members, those that are consumer members or affiliated in other agencies with our Board or those of us that are 
colleague directors, it would give us indication of who you would be affiliated with through the Wilson's Funeral Home. So 
not having that information is not positive for me. So, thank you. Any other Board members have any questions? Mr. Jensen? 
 
Mr. Chris Jensen – Yes. Mr. Moore, I noticed in your opening statement, the second sentence, you mentioned that you had not 
been in any trouble. Do you believe that this is no trouble? 
 
Mr. Moore – I was talking about trouble with the law, sir. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Well, I mean, the Securities Commission in the State of North Carolina is the law. 
 
Mr. Moore – Well, I recognize those things did happen, and I took care of them, and I've been still consistently working on 
myself to be better. Actually, I'm in a life management program, you know, just to help work on what our business practice is 
about. And then I did learn lessons, even though, like I said, I was doing what was best for the client, really trying to watch 
out for the client, and I just realized there's just some things you can't do, even though your intent is to help. I definitely 
wouldn't do those again. I mean, they were hard lessons to learn, but I did learn them. And so that was a trouble part of my 
career. But like I said, it was not done with any ill intent, and I worked through them. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Jensen, does that complete your questions, sir? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Well, just one other thing. I mean, Mr. Moore, here in Florida, we really value protecting the consumer's finances 
and dealing with money. And I mean, I'd also like to point out to the Board that another agency that knows far more about 
this than we do investigated and, I mean, suspended your license and gave you fines, and it wasn't just a one-off incident. This 
happened three (3), four (4), five (5) times. So, I mean, I'm just a little perplexed as to why you feel that we should give you a 
license to do that because, you know, we're tasked with protecting the consumers also. So, I'm not saying that you're going to 
do anything wrong, and I wish you all the best, but you lost me with that second statement that you had never been in 
trouble. So, thank you, Madam Chair. 
 
Chair Peeples – You are welcome, sir. Do we have any other Board members for questions? Yes, Mr. Moore? 
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Mr. Moore – I just wanted to respond to Mr. Jensen. I actually -- it's been two (2) incidents. It just looks like four (4) because it's 
one from the office and then one from FINRA. So, they're the same incidents, but they look different because each time the 
office did do a recommendation, FINRA found nothing wrong with those situations. So, they look different because when 
FINRA does their investigation, they said they didn't see any proof of anything like that. But they did find on the first one that 
a business was named Premier Players Sales Agency Incorporated, and it was changed to Premier Players Incorporated. It was 
doing the exact same thing. It was always on the system as Premier Players, but it wasn't distinguished as the successive 
corporation versus the first. The first one was approved as Premier Players Sales Agency Incorporated, but they said it wasn't 
approved to be changed to Premier Players Incorporated. So, it was a name change incident for the first two (2) that happened. 
And then on the second two (2), like I say, they're all one, they're just one from the office and one from FINRA. So, they said I 
had unapproved to outside business, but I do have my company's policy that says anything that's non-exempt and charitable 
is not reported. So, I didn't report them because they're all charity work. I do a lot of charity work. I do have a certification in 
child welfare case management because I work with a lot of kids in foster care as a volunteer. Never been paid for it, but I've 
been doing it for about fifteen (15) years now. And so FINRA found nothing wrong with those, but they did say that's when 
they found the incident with me helping with the change of address form for one client and me helping with brokerage 
documents for the other client. So never complaints from any client. And so, I'm sorry if I misrepresented. I was talking about 
really in trouble with the law. So, I'm sorry I didn't point that out in detail. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Moore. Any other? Mr. Williams? 
 
Mr. Darrin Williams – Thank you, Madam Chair. Maybe a question for Ms. Simon or I guess the counsel that brought this 
here. So, from the Division, what is the rationale for the recommendation of denial? 
 
Ms. Simon – May I, Madam Chair? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am. 
 
Ms. Simon – Mr. Williams; it is simply to confirm what the Board originally decided. The Board took this into account, I 
believe, and heard from Mr. Moore during the original process and denied the application for licensure. That is where I was 
coming from, only to acknowledge what the Board decided. However, this is an informal hearing. During the informal 
hearing, the Board can make a different decision. 
 
Mr. Williams – Madam Chair, follow-up? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Williams – The only reason I asked that question, I read this twice. I was not at that Board meeting. And if I'm looking at 
the documents correctly, Page 30 of our packet, it outlines the acceptance and consent being that, you know, no one is 
admitting or denying anything, and it was a settlement of this situation. So, in my opinion, I'm thinking that's done, although 
Mr. Moore had to disclose the information. I'm just trying to put the two together of denying still after settlement was done. I 
guess that's where I'm lost. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Simon? 
 
Ms. Simon – Just in point of fact, oftentimes, that language is placed into the settlement stipulations heard by this Board. And 
I'm not sure how else you would like me to respond to the question. And like you say, you weren't at the Board meeting. I'm 
not sure about the other members that are present. 
 
Mr. Williams – Right. And Madam Chair, if I may? Maybe you can give me some enlightenment. I'm not sure how it was 
presented at the first Board meeting, so I'm trying to put the pieces together. I guess that's where I'm lost at. Was it a 
recommendation at the original Board meeting for denial, or was it then the Board affirmed that decision? I guess that's what 
I'm talking about. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Simon? 
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Ms. Simon – Mr. Williams, the original packet of the Board meeting I believe that it's included within this Board package. 
 
Mr. Williams – It is. I'm just trying to find a recommendation. That's the piece I didn't see. 
 
Ms. Simon – And the minutes are included as well. And I'm sure – 
 
Ms. Rachelle Munson – If I may, Ms. Simon? Page 19 is where the recommendation was. No, was that it?  
 
Chair Peeples – Page 8 and 9 is Notice of Intent to Deny. 
 
Ms. Munson – Right. That's the Order. But Page 19, is that the recommendation from the original presentation, Ms. Simon? 
 
Ms. Simon – Yes. Cover page. 
 
Ms. Simon – Page 19 is the summary. And they initially recommended approving it with a one-year probation, and the Board 
voted to deny it, and that's where the Notice of Intent to Deny came. 
 
Mr. Williams – Okay. I'm clear now. Thank you. Okay. 
 
Ms. Munson – You are welcome. 
 
Mr. Williams – So, it was -- Okay. Got it. 
 
Chair Peeples – Any other Board members' questions for Mr. Moore? Thank you. Board members, any other questions for Mr. 
Moore? Mr. Moore? 
 
Mr. Moore – May I speak? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Moore – Okay. So, Madam Chair and Board members, I also want to just make clear too, those incidents did happen, but I 
am allowed to still work in the industry. I still work in the financial services industry. I hold a real estate license. I hold a 
mortgage license. I hold insurance license. I have various certifications, and I’m well-educated to help people. And I did a 
couple of things that did not work out in my favor, but they still did help my clients. So, like I said, I just would like you guys 
to just consider everything. It's a 30-year-plus career, and I will still keep going, but I just think this makes a difference in me 
helping clients. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. We appreciate that. Board members? What is the Board members' pleasure? 
 
MOTION: Ms. Clay moved to affirm the denial of the applicant for preneed sales agent licensure. Mr. Jensen seconded the 
motion. 
 
Chair Peeples – Is there any discussion on the motion? All in favor of the motion, say Yes. 
 
Board members [Unison] – Yes. 
 
Chair Peeples – All opposed, say No. 
 
Mr. Williams – No. 
 
Mr. Bill Quinn – No. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay. So please let the record reflect that Mr. Williams and Mr. Quinn are no, but the motion carries for denial 
by the majority of the Board. Thank you for attending, Mr. Moore. We appreciate it. 
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Mr. Moore – Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Simon? 
 
Ms. Simon – Madam Chair, may I move on with the agenda? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am. 
 
 (2) Recommended for Approval with Conditions 

(a) Request for Extension of Time to Complete Required Onsite – Alkaline Hydrolysis 
1. Hubbell Family Holding Corp. d/b/a Hubbell Funeral Home & Crematory (Belleair Bluffs) 

 
Ms. Simon – Is there a representative of that entity on the call today? 
 
Ms. Wiener –Yes, Wendy Wiener. 
 
Ms. Simon – Thank you, Ms. Wiener. The original application for a cinerator facility licensure (alkaline hydrolysis) was 
received by the Division on or about March 14, 2025. The application was incomplete when received. The Division received 
the required information to complete the application on May 12, 2025. The Applicant went before the Board on June 26, 2025, 
and was given approval with the conditions that it pass the on-site inspection by a member of the Divisions staff within six (6) 
months upon the filing of the Final Order; and that the Applicant is to be placed on a one (1) year probation at the time of 
licensure. Based upon the Notice of Intent to Approve Application with Conditions filed on October 10, 2025, the on-site 
inspection was to take place by April 10, 2026. On April 9, 2026, the Division received a request from the applicant for an 
extension of time to complete the required on-site inspection. The applicant orally requested an extension until August 1, 2026. 
The Division recommendation is that the request for extension of time be granted and that the establishment be given an 
extension until August 1, 2026, to pass an onsite inspection. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Ms. Simon. Ms. Wiener? 
 
Ms. Wendy Wiener – I'm just here to answer questions, if any. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, ma'am. Board members, any questions for Ms. Wiener? Mr. Williams? 
 
Mr. Williams – Question? Is there any particular reason that the request for additional time was requested the day before the 
deadline? 
 
Ms. Wiener – So the inspection did actually occur and so I think Mr. Hubbell thought that he had completed that portion of 
the requirements, but the equipment is not yet installed because it has taken him months and months to get the gas line 
installed and to jump through the bureaucratic permitting process and now there is a delay on the shipment of the actual 
alkaline hydrolysis equipment. Once it comes, it is what they call plug and play, so it won't be hard to get installed, but it's still 
another ten (10) to twelve (12) weeks out they say. So, he's asking for the extension. I think there was just some confusion in 
terms of timing about when he needed to make that. 
 
Mr. Williams – Got it. And Madam Chair, a follow-up, may I? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Williams – So I'm fine with it if the Division could add some language about and it's another inspection I guess prior to 
the August 1st deadline to ensure that everything is in order and met. 
 
Ms. Simon – I'm sorry. Mr. Williams, can you say that again? 
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Mr. Williams – So I'm fine with the recommendation if we can add some language for another inspection since we're asking 
for an extension to August 1st. I'm not sure Ms. Wiener would be amenable to that but that would be my friendly request to 
add language to that. 
 
Ms. Wiener – Absolutely. When the inspection occurred the equipment was not there, so Mr. Williams is saying there needs to 
be another inspection once the equipment is installed before the license is issued and of course we're amenable to that. Thank 
you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Board members, any other questions for Ms. Wiener? 
 
Mr. Williams – Madam Chair, I'll make a motion if possible. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes sir, what is your motion sir? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved to grant the request for extension of time and that the establishment be given an extension 
until August 1, 2026, and needs to pass another on-site inspection once the equipment is installed. Mr. Quinn seconded the 
motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you Ms. Wiener. 
 
Ms. Wiener – Thank you. 
 
D. Rules Committee Items 
 
Ms. Simon – At this point I'll turn the meeting over to Ms. Schwantes. 
 
Ms. Mary Schwantes – Thank you. Good morning, Board members. Today from the Rules Committee on your agenda there 
are two (2) items requiring approval. I want to specifically point out that this is the first presentation. Neither has gone before 
the Rules Committee before. They've not seen this so it's coming before the full Board this time. It's a little bit different than 
we've done in the last recent Committee meetings, but certainly still acceptable.  
 

(1) Action on the Minutes 
 (a)  March 11, 2026 

 
Ms. Schwantes – These are the minutes from the March 11, 2026, Rules Committee meeting, and we’re looking for Board 
action. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Todd Ferreira moved to adopt the minutes. Mr. Williams seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Thank you, Board members. 
 

(2) Report and Recommendations from Meeting on March 11, 2026 
 
Ms. Schwantes – The purpose of that meeting was to continue review of rules pursuant to Section 120.5435. Andrew Clark, 
Sanjena Clay and Chris Jensen were present for the meeting. Darrin Williams had been excused from the meeting. The 
Committee at that time considered seven (7) Board rules. These were revisited for purposes of finalizing language on the rules. 
One of the rules 69K-6.008 resulted in a recommendation that no changes were needed to that rule. There were six (6) rules for 
which the Committee confirmed they wanted to open for development, and they finalized proposed language on those rules. 
With apologies, there is a typo on Page 2 of the report where it says Board rules open for development eleven (11) total. That is 
obviously incorrect. There were six (6) total. The six (6) are listed and then within the report, details are provided with regard 
to the finalized language.  
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Just to clarify, you have already seen these rules. They were presented before the Board at the last Board meeting for 
consideration of the language at that time as part of the rulemaking report presented by Ms. Munson. And the reason that 
they were presented before we could actually get this Committee Report in is because of the deadline with regard to a report 
that was due April 1st, and we just needed to go forward with rulemaking efforts. Even though the Board has already 
considered actual changes to these rules at the prior meeting, this Committee Report still needs to be approved and with that 
I'm asking for Board action and/or if there are any questions. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to approve the Committee's review results on the seven (7) total Shared Rules listed in the 
report.  Ms. Clay seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Munson, did you have a question? 
 
Ms. Rachelle Munson – I just wanted to note, and Ms. Schwantes can correct me, that when we presented this at the previous 
Board meeting it was for the purpose of opening these rules up for development. I don't think the language was approved at 
the time. I think it was just opening them up for rule development. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – I thought that the language had been presented on these as well when I went back and looked, but – 
 
Ms. Munson – If they were and it just could be an oversight because if I asked all the SERC questions at that time for that 
language. 
 
Chair Peeples – You did. 
 
Ms. Munson – Okay, well then that's all I needed to confirm. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am. 
 
Ms. Munson – Okay. 
 
Chair Peeples – We have a motion by Mr. Ferreira for approval. A second by Ms. Clay. Is there any discussion on the motion? 
Hearing none, all in favor of the motion say Yes. 
 
Board members [Unison] – Yes. 
 
Chair Peeples – Opposed say No. Motion carries. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Thank you, Board members. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Ms. Schwantes. 
 
E. Disciplinary Proceeding(s) 

(1) Motion for Final Order by Hearing Not Involving Disputed Issues of Material Fact (Probable Cause Panel A) 
(a) Related Items – Division No. ATN-45092 

1. Foundation Partners of Florida d/b/a Baldwin Brothers: DFS Case No. 344111-25-FC; Division No. 
ATN-45092 (F710751) 

 
Ms. Simon – Is there a representative on the call today? 
 
Ms. Wiener – Yes, this is Wendy Wiener. 
 
Ms. Simon – Presenting for the Department is Mr. Caracci. 
 
Mr. Greg Caracci – Thank you. The above-referenced matter is presented to the Board for consideration of the Motion for Final 
Order by Hearing Not Involving Disputed Issues of Material Fact (“Motion”) in the matter of Foundation Partners of Florida 
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d/b/a Baldwin Brothers (“Respondent”). The Division conducted an inspection of Respondent and alleges as follows: 
Respondent is a funeral establishment holding license number F710751. Respondent failed to perform a cremation in a timely 
manner and failed to transact business under its licensed name. This is a two-count Administrative Complaint, and the 
relevant statutory violations are as follows: 

• Section 497.152(1)(a), Florida Statutes: Violating any provision of this chapter or any lawful order of the Board or 
Department or the statutory predecessors to the Board or Department. 

• Section 497.152(1)(b), Florida Statutes: Committing fraud, deceit, negligence, incompetency, or misconduct in the practice 
of any of the activities regulated under this chapter. 

• Section 497.380(14), Florida Statutes, provides that each funeral establishment must display at the public entrance the 
name of the establishment and the name of the full-time funeral director in charge. A funeral establishment must transact 
its business under the name by which it is licensed. 

• Section 497.607(1) Florida Statutes, provides that at the time of the arrangement for a cremation performed by any person 
licensed pursuant to this chapter, the legally authorized person contracting for cremation services shall be required to 
designate her or his intentions with respect to disposition of the cremated remains of the deceased in a signed declaration 
of intent which shall be provided by and retained by the funeral or direct disposal establishment. A cremation may not be 
performed until a legally authorized person gives written authorization, which may include the declaration of intent to 
dispose of the cremated remains, for such cremation. The cremation must be performed within 48 hours after a specified 
time which has been agreed to in writing by the person authorizing the cremation. 

 
The disciplinary guidelines for these violations are as follows: 

Count I: Failing to perform a cremation within 48 hours after a specified time which has been agreed to in writing by the person 
authorizing the cremation. Reprimand, fine of $1,000-$2,500 plus costs. In addition, probation for six (6) months to one (1) 
year with conditions, suspension up to one (1) year, or permanent revocation of license may be imposed. 
Count II: Failure of a funeral establishment to conduct business under its licensed name. Notice of non-compliance. 

 
The Motion demonstrates Respondent has alleged that there are no material facts in dispute and for this matter to proceed as 
an informal hearing before the Board, and requests the Board adopt the factual allegations in the Administrative Complaint 
and issue an appropriate penalty in this matter. At this time, it would be appropriate for the Chair to entertain a motion 
determining whether the Respondent was properly served with the Administrative Complaint and has submitted a timely 
request for an informal hearing. 
 
Chair Peeples – Board Members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved that Respondent was properly served with the Administrative Complaint and has timely 
submitted a request for an informal hearing. Ms. Clay seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – The Department asks that the Chair entertain a motion determining that there are no material facts in dispute in 
this matter. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved that there are no material facts in dispute in this matter. Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, 
which passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – Now that the Board has determined that there are no material facts in dispute in this matter, the Department 
asks the Chair to entertain a motion to adopt the allegations of fact as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved to adopt the allegations of the fact, as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. Ms. Clay 
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Caracci? 
 
Mr. Caracci – I believe this is time to cede the floor to Ms. Wiener. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Wiener? 
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Ms. Wiener – Thank you. Good morning. Board, this case and the one that follows it should absolutely be dismissed. The 
primary part of this case, this is a two-count complaint as noted. One of the counts is that the funeral establishment failed to 
transact business in its name and I'll get to that at the conclusion of the real part of the case that is for your consideration today 
and that is compliance with the requirement in the law that says a cremation must occur within forty-eight (48) hours of a time 
agreed to in writing by the parties. Everyone in this industry knows that's impossible. So instead, we have to have language 
on our forms that give everyone a big broad chunk of time in order to comply with the requirement.  
 
About twelve (12) years ago or so none of you were on this Board, I believe other than Mr. Jones who is not here today. We 
came before the Board under the leadership of Doug Shropshire, and the Board considered this problem because this is a 
problem. You can't say cremation will occur in forty-eight (48) hours of Tuesday at 9:00, when you have just brought the 
decedent into your care and the doctor is on vacation overseas. You just can't do it. It's not possible. It's impossible to comply 
with this law as it is written. So, what we did was bring to the Board language, that is the language that is on the 
Administrative Complaint only. What's missing is the last sentence from the authorization for cremation. I would like to ask 
you to go to Page 93 of your Board packet. The very last sentence, which was left off of the Administrative Complaint says, 
however, if the necessary crematory equipment is unavailable, the 48-hour period shall begin upon that equipment becoming 
available. We did that because crematories go down. Sometimes there's not another crematory in your community that's 
available. You have to be able to manage the business when these kinds of things happen. There are people on this very 
meeting that utilize the forms that I provided with the language that was blessed under Doug Shropshire's leadership by the 
Board.  
 
So, what happened in this case is that the authorization for cremation was executed on January 27th. The form says fourteen 
(14) days from death unless the authorizations are not obtained and then when the authorizations are obtained the forty-eight 
(48) hour starts. The final authorization wasn't obtained until 2/4. Then the form says if the necessary equipment is not 
available then the forty-eight (48) hours begins when the equipment becomes available. The equipment came back online on 
2/10 at 10:05 AM. and this decedent was cremated on 2/11 beginning at 1:50 and ending at 4:10 and that is evidenced on Page 
133 of your Board packet.  
 
About the not transacting business in the correct name. All the documents were in the right name. They all say Baldwin 
Brothers, no question, but the credit card receipt for that location still said Beacon Direct because the Beacon location had been 
rebranded to a Baldwin Brothers location. So, everything that this consumer got up until that receipt was in the correct name. 
In the consumer's complaint that started this matter, which by the way is missing from your Board packet, there was nothing 
about not transacting business in the right name. The complaint was about a delay which by the way the time of death, the 25th 
of January until the 11th of February, for those in this business you know that is not in any way an unreasonable delay and it 
certainly complied with the requirement of Chapter 497, because the equipment became available on the 10th and the decedent 
was cremated just over twelve (12) hours later within a 48-hour period. So this case should be dismissed in whole or if you 
want -- the only thing that you can do in this case lawfully is issue a notice of non-compliance against the funeral 
establishment because its credit card receipt said Beacon Direct whereas all the documents, all the other documents, fifteen 
(15) other documents in your case file all show the correct name. But this was something that happened at the corporate level, 
something the funeral establishment had no control over, but if you wish to penalize the funeral home on that point a notice of 
non-compliance is the only thing that you can do here. Mr. Williams, you're on mute. 
 
Ms. Clay – Yes, Madam Chair. 
 
Chair Peeples – Sorry about that I was trying to comply with Ms. Bryant's request. Ms. Wiener if you will update me, if I 
overlooked it but in the packet of the 141 pages presented to us, was there any documentation showing that the Baldwin 
Brothers firm updated Ms. Denise of the reason for the delay or we've gotten everything fixed with the equipment because I 
did see that aspect that you brought up that about the paragraph on page [audio cuts out]. 
 
Ms. Wiener – I don't know whether they -- what you have about the communications between the cases in the file, but the fact 
of the matter is there is no statutory violation for failing to keep her updated on what is otherwise a really reasonable rate of 
time. It was actually eleven (11) business days between the death not the date she came to the funeral home but the date of 
death and the decedent's cremation. So, I mean it was not an unreasonable period of time. We're not talking about a month or 
two (2) months or an unreasonable delay, there was minimal delay here but at a -- at the base of this case is the charged 
violation with failure to comply with the 48-hour rule and that just didn't happen, and your file does not bear that out. 
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Chair Peeples – And as a business colleague, industry professional, we relate to families that we're looking at [audio cuts out] 
weeks because of situations with physicians then having to go to the medical examiner that just is out of our control, and a lot 
of people don’t realize that. So, thank you for that. Mr. Jensen? 
 
Mr. Jensen – I just wanted to point out on Page 27 of the complaint there in the investigative report, her sentence her license 
number says a possible violation, so I would tend to agree with Ms. Wiener here and having experienced this myself in my 
own business, I mean they didn't really do anything wrong. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved to dismiss the case. Mr. Ferreira seconded the motion.  
 
Chair Peeples – Board members, is there any discussion? Mr. Williams? 
 
Mr. Williams – Just discussion and point of clarity. So, Ms. Wiener brought up about Page 93 of it being blessed by, I guess, the 
previous Executive Director. So, I guess my question is whether this is language everyone knows or is this a situation because 
something needs to be official? Because if it's not, if it's just for a group of people that know about this, I think we will repeat 
this type of situation. So, is there something from the Division that says, A, we have [audio cuts out] to be written in law? Like, 
what are we doing about it? Because I think we still have not addressed the issue of the 48-hour, because it is a rule. So, if it is 
a rule, what are we doing about it? Because the rule is simply, let's just -- I agree with Ms. Wiener what you're saying, I'm 
totally agreeing, but I'm saying we cannot kick the rule if it was violated. What are we doing as to the rule situation, the actual 
situation about the 48-hour? Being that he blessed it or whatever, he's not the Florida Legislature, so, he cannot do that. Like, 
what are we doing about violation of the rule? That's my question. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Williams. I either would like to ask Mr. Caracci or Ms. Munson to kind of respond to your 
question. Mr. Caracci? 
 
Mr. Caracci – What was the question one more time, Mr. Williams? 
 
Mr. Williams – The question is about the rule; how do we address the rule that was violated? I think what Ms. Wiener has 
stated and some of the other Board members have stated about it's impossible, you know, these parameters, like, I get it. 
However, what are we doing about the rule itself since it is a rule on the book so that we don't see this again? Because, as you 
all have stated, it's almost impossible, but it's a violation of the rule. 
 
Mr. Caracci – I can't say what we'll do in general practice, but I would like to address what Ms. Wiener said if now would be 
an appropriate time to do so. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes sir. 
 
Mr. Caracci – I would just like to say that the Division's posture on this matter is that if a cremation were to occur, what we're 
asking is it occurs somewhere, somewhere in the area. Now, I don't have any dispute with the retorts being down. I've 
received documentation of that matter for the licensee, but was there anything stopping the licensee from going to another 
crematory to get this done? And I think if you review the materials, you have a pretty persistent consumer here who's very 
eager to see this matter sort of tied up. That's all I have. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Ms. Wiener, would you like to address that question? 
 
Ms. Wiener – Certainly. There's no obligation of a funeral establishment to go in another crematory in a situation where we're 
talking about eleven (11) business days. I know people are anxious. I know some people are not anxious, but the fact of the 
matter is that in this case, this decedent was cremated in a timely manner, in compliance with 497.607, which contains the 48-
hour rule. To address Mr. Williams' question, the law says what it says. And it's not a bad law. I don't want to take that law 
away. It's actually in the law. It's not in the rule. You don't want to take it away. But instead, because what used to happen and 
what you still see, some cases you guys still get, say, cremation will happen within forty-eight (48) hours of blank, and then 
people are expected to write a date in on those forms. That's impossible. If they write in within forty-eight (48) hours of 
Tuesday at 10:00 AM, and then the crematory catches on fire or the funeral home catches on fire or something else happens, a 
hurricane comes, whatever, you just can't comply with that. So that's why we work together with the state to broaden this 
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language, to build broad language that would be acceptable. And so that language is on my forms. I use it, all of my clients, 
everybody on this call that's my client, has this safety valve language built into it. And it works without question, and there 
are no problems with it. And it's a matter of public record. I mean, it's sitting here in your public record. My forms are not 
proprietary. Anybody can steal this language right off my form and put it on their forms. Do it. So, the way that we address it 
is that we both keep the requirement built into the law so that there's not just an open-ended time period to do a cremation, 
but you build language in so that the time period starts when it can validly start. Things are available and all the 
authorizations have been obtained. Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Williams?  
 
Mr. Williams – Thank you, Madam Chair. I guess my concern is, and I agree with you Ms. Wiener, I guess the rule is violated. 
 
Ms. Wiener – No. This time was agreed to in writing. The time that was agreed to in writing is built into [inaudible]. That's the 
point. The agreed to time in writing is within fourteen (14) days of date of death unless authorizations are late. If 
authorizations are late, then fourteen-eight (48) hours starts within authorizations being received. And if crematory equipment 
is not available, then fourteen-eight (48) hours starts when crematory equipment becomes available. On the cremation 
authorization, that language is there. It is agreed to by the consumer in terms of signing that cremation authorization. So that 
is a time agreed to in writing. Therefore, the rule is not [audio cuts out]. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Williams, if I may. Ms. Wiener, we're getting pieces of you, for whatever reason, we don't have connection 
– [audio cuts out] – aware of that. Thank you for your comment. Mr. Williams, does that complete your question and answer? 
Mr. Jensen? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Mr. Chair, I'd like to offer Mr. Williams just a friendly reminder that on Page 27 of the complaint, it says a 
possible violation. And then it was sent to the Board here and we're supposed to determine if a violation occurred. Quite 
honestly here, I don’t see a violation. I do agree with Ms. Wiener, in looking over the paperwork that it was agreed to by the 
client within the time period. And in some things, there's a few other rules. We did try to address this in the Rules Committee, 
but we're told that it was a statutory thing. So, it's sort of out of our control, but it's not really relevant to what we do here. We 
can make pretty much whatever decision we want, and the practicality of the business is that the timeframe is not always 
adhered to. I mean, go back to COVID. Go back to, you know, your place getting hit by a tornado or a hurricane. I mean, there 
is a lot of reasons why this doesn't happen. And, you know, I understand the client's frustration here, but the client signed off 
on that. I mean, they agreed to the timeframe. So, I mean, you know, I just don't see an offense here. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Jensen. Ms. Munson? 
 
Ms. Munson – I just want to make a couple of comments. And I'm not here representing the Department with the Office of 
General Counsel. They presented this AC based on statutory information. I am not here to speak necessarily to the comments 
made by this applicant with Ms. Wiener. I'm just here for the Board's perspective. Okay. So, the Department has the authority 
to issue any type of Administrative Complaint that they feel there is probable cause to follow through with based on what 
they deem to be a violation of statute or rule. If there is any language on a form that goes to policy or practices, I just want the 
Board to just be mindful that that's not necessarily rule. And to some extent, it's been added maybe because it makes practical 
sense. But when you apply it as a rule, it is legally considered non-rule policy. So, there's going to have to be some type of, and 
this is just for personal edification, that what you see presented before you, is what the Department determined to be was a 
violation. What the discussion is that this violation is not practical. It doesn't mean that it's not true. It just means that it's not 
practical. But in making your decision and you're basing it on what may technically be non-rule policy, and Ms. Wiener has 
had an opportunity to speak to it, but my only comment is that the Department in their issuing of these orders may have to 
come to some type, if they have a form that says something that does not necessarily lined up with the language by rule or by 
statute, that's something that they're going to have to work out. But my presentation is to the Board, and I have to do it on this 
record only because I don't want there to be a conversation between the Board members and some public identification that, 
well, we know the statute says this, but we also said this on this form. There is a distinction between the two (2), and I'm not 
saying that there can't be a rule that's created that has that however language in it, but as it stands now, I don't know if it's 
standing alone. If everyone is speaking as if there's a reliance on the policy that's been included in the language on that 
cremation form. So, I just wanted -- and the dismissal, I mean, the basis for it, what Mr. Jensen has said is absolutely correct. If 
you feel there's no basis to follow through with this, you have the absolute authority to dismiss it. That is not the question. I 
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just want there to be a clear-cut understanding of lines as to the basis. And again, I may have Ms. Marshall identify why this 
AC was bought, but you can't put an AC in front and then have a form that has additional language in it without identifying 
whether or not this is a rule or is this practice or is this policy. And if they conflict or contradict each other, that's another level 
of issue, right? So, I just wanted to just state that for the record because I didn't want this record to reflect that this Board is 
under the practice of not following a statute or something of that nature. I thought that it was worthy of clarification for the 
record. Again, the dismissal is totally within the purview of this body if they choose. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Ms. Wiener?  
 
Ms. Wiener – I will say the language on the form is not meant to be a rule and it's not meant to be a policy of this Board. That 
is a contractual arrangement between the consumer and the funeral home, nothing more. And that complies with the law. The 
law says you have to in your contract say when the forty-eight (48) hours will start. And that says that. So, there is no 
violation. I'm not asking you to make an exception to the law. The law was complied with. Noteworthy in its absence from 
what was probably presented to the probable cause panel and what is in this Administrative Complaint is the last sentence on 
Page 93. I don't know why it's not in the Administrative Complaint, but the consumer agreed that forty-eight (48) hours starts 
when the crematory equipment becomes available. The creation happened fourteen (14) hours after the cremation equipment 
became available. No violation. Period. No violation. No exception. No violation. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Jensen? 
 
Mr. Jensen – If I may, Madam Chair? Based on what Ms. Munson had said, maybe I could amend my motion to dismiss based 
on extenuating circumstances just to clean it up a little bit. Can I do that? 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Munson? 
 
Ms. Munson – You can dismiss for any reason. I mean, you could have left your dismissal for the reasons that you previously 
stated. I just want to clarify. The language in a contract, as Ms. Wiener has just confirmed, is not a rule, but it was a condition 
that these contractual agents agreed to. Whether or not and why it was not included in an AC is a point of presentation and 
persuasion, so this is a part of this discussion, but they are different and distinct. And I did not want this body to say because 
it reads that way, then there is no violation because it doesn't violate a rule. That language is not a rule unless the Department 
is saying that these forms, if they are issued by the Department, which this is not, is a rule, because the language and 
applications are rules. This is a trend. So, I am not here to represent the Department, nor am I here to represent Ms. Wiener 
and her situation. I'm just identifying for rule understanding purposes what you are reading. How it's presented between both 
parties, that's their jobs. They're here to persuade you in their particular avenues, lanes, and agendas. So, I don't want you to 
walk away saying, because Mr. Williams asked the question, if this is in here, then why isn't it a part of -- I mean, they're 
different. And I just wanted to clarify that. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Jensen, so are you going to amend your motion or are you going to leave it as originally stated? 
 
Mr. Jensen – I would like to amend it just for the future, just to be part of the record, a dismissal based on the extenuating 
circumstances of the crematories being down. That way we, just to help Mr. Williams there, we do have a reason why we're 
kind of looking past this rule, so to speak. 
 
Chair Peeples – Would you be so inclined to maybe amend the motion to state a dismissal because of extenuating 
circumstances of the crematory retort not being operational? 
 
Mr. Jensen – I mean if you would state that as a friendly amendment, absolutely. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Ferreira? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – I'll second. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay, perfect. Is there any other discussion? We have a motion for a dismissal case due to extenuate the 
circumstances of the crematory retort not being operational. Any other questions? 
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Mr. Williams – Madam Chair? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, Mr. Williams? 
 
Mr. Williams – Point of clarity. Is this dismissing both counts? 
 
Ms. Munson – Mr. Williams, that would be a dismissal of the entire Administrative Complaint. 
 
Chair Peeples – That was on Page 93. Give me one second. 
 
Ms. Clay – Ms. Munson, would you please repeat? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, could you repeat your comment? 
 
Ms. Munson – It could be, I don't know, it's just my computer is reading efficiency mode is turned on, so I don't know if that 
takes away from bandwidth. I don't understand anything technical I will share with you. But let me just say if the motion is to 
dismiss the Administrative Complaint without any doubt, it would mean that the Administrative Complaint, every count 
included, is dismissed. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Mr. Williams, that would mean Count I and II. 
 
Mr. Williams – Thanks. A follow up, Madam Chair, may I?  
 
Chair Peeples – Yes. 
 
Mr. Williams – I guess Mr. Caracci brought up a point that I wanted to kind of highlight. Mr. Caracci brought up a point that 
there could have been other retorts used in the area as an option. If Mr. Caracci can elaborate more. I'm not sure if that's where 
he was going. He was saying some information about that in response to, I think, Ms. Wiener. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Caracci? 
 
Mr. Caracci – I was just stating that there's no shortage of crematories in St. Petersburg and Tampa and the surrounding areas 
that couldn't have been contracted for to go ahead and get this matter, which again the consumer was quite urgent to see 
wrapped up, to get it to completion. 
 
Mr. Williams – Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – And if I may, Mr. Caracci and Mr. Williams. As a funeral professional licensee, we have a crematory retort on 
site here, but the way that we process and handle things here, if we're thinking of going, for instance, to Mr. Ferreira, who is 
near to me, if I were to contact him, he may already have his schedule full that he can't accommodate. So that's something to 
kind of keep in mind. Also, his processing may be different from our processing because not every firm processes with 
paperwork and things of that nature. So, it could have been that more paperwork would have had to have been received by 
the legally authorized person. So, it's not just you can call somebody up and say, can I utilize your crematory? So, there's a lot 
of processes that have to be completed. So, Mr. Williams, I just want you as a consumer member just to have that information. 
 
Mr. Williams – No, and I appreciate that, Madam Chair. I was just looking at it from a consumer member of, you know, this 
consumer or whatever. Does the firm go and exercise all options? I mean, did they do everything? I guess that's the point I'm 
thinking the consumer was speaking about of trying to get this case handled and situated. But I'm fine with everything that I 
heard. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Williams. And also, as Ms. Wiener said, and is on the record, and correct me, Ms. Wiener, if 
I'm incorrect, that there were eleven (11) days between the time of the date of death and the date of the cremation. Is that 
correct? 
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Ms. Wiener – Eleven (11) business days. Yes, ma'am. 
 
Chair Peeples – Business days. Yes, ma'am. So, eleven (11) business days is not out of the norm, Mr. Williams, because as our 
families that request cremation, we relate to them you're going to have a minimum of two (2) business weeks, okay, which is 
ten (10) business days. Sometimes it goes three (3) and four (4) weeks because, as Ms. Wiener mentioned, you have a physician 
that's out of state, out of country, and can’t complete. Or, you just have a lot of different variables that kind of come into this. 
And with cremation being so popular, we're seeing more and more challenges every day. Ms. Wiener, you may be able to say 
amen with your clients that that seems to be something that we may have to address as we go along. But thank you. So, we 
have a motion. We have a second. Let's do a vote. All in favor of the motion for dismissal say Yes. 
 
Board members [Unison] – Yes. 
 
Chair Peeples – All opposed, say No. Motion carries. 
 
Ms. Wiener – Thank you. 
 

2. Yeats, Ruth Anne: DFS Case No. 344114-25-FC; Division No. ATN-45092 (F047012) 
 
Ms. Simon – I assume Ms. Wiener is representing this individual as well. And Mr. Caracci again for the Department. 
 
Mr. Caracci – You want me to present or is this matter considered dismissed alongside – 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Munson, because this is a companion case and it is a separate case, we will have to have a motion if the 
Board so sees fit to dismiss this also. Correct? 
 
Ms. Munson – Absolutely. And it still came as a separate case. I mean, a separate case number even. The Department may still 
choose to pursue it. If they want to withdraw it, it doesn't even have to be voted on. So, I mean, right now, it's before you for 
vote. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Caracci, what would be your request, sir? 
 
Mr. Caracci – I guess I'll go ahead and present. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. 
 
Mr. Caracci – The above-referenced matter is presented to the Board for consideration of the Motion for Final Order by 
Hearing Not Involving Disputed Issues of Material Fact (“Motion”) in the matter of Ruth Anne Yeats (“Respondent”). The 
Division conducted an inspection of Respondent and alleges as follows: Respondent is a funeral director and embalmer 
holding license number F047012. Respondent was the funeral director in charge of Foundation Brothers of Florida d/b/a 
Baldwin Brothers (“Baldwin Brothers”), a funeral establishment, license number F710751. Baldwin Brothers failed to perform a 
cremation in a timely manner and failed to transact business under its licensed name. This is a two-count Administrative 
Complaint, and the relevant statutory violations are as follows: 

• Section 497.152(1)(a), Florida Statutes: Violating any provision of this chapter or any lawful order of the Board or 
Department or the statutory predecessors to the Board or Department. 

• Section 497.152(1)(b), Florida Statutes: Committing fraud, deceit, negligence, incompetency, or misconduct in the practice 
of any of the activities regulated under this chapter. 

• Section 497.380(14), Florida Statutes, provides that each funeral establishment must display at the public entrance the 
name of the establishment and the name of the full-time funeral director in charge. A funeral establishment must transact 
its business under the name by which it is licensed. 

• Section 497.607(1) Florida Statutes, provides that at the time of the arrangement for a cremation performed by any person 
licensed pursuant to this chapter, the legally authorized person contracting for cremation services shall be required to 
designate her or his intentions with respect to disposition of the cremated remains of the deceased in a signed declaration 
of intent which shall be provided by and retained by the funeral or direct disposal establishment. A cremation may not be 
performed until a legally authorized person gives written authorization, which may include the declaration of intent to 
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dispose of the cremated remains, for such cremation. The cremation must be performed within 48 hours after a specified 
time which has been agreed to in writing by the person authorizing the cremation. 

 
The disciplinary guidelines for these violations are as follows: 

Count I: Failing to perform a cremation within forty-eight (48) hours after a specified time which has been agreed to in writing by the 
person authorizing the cremation. Reprimand, fine of $1,000-$2,500 plus costs. In addition, probation for six (6) months to one 
(1) year with conditions, suspension up to one (1) year, or permanent revocation of license may be imposed. 
Count II: Failure of a funeral establishment to conduct business under its licensed name. Notice of non-compliance. 

 
The Motion demonstrates Respondent has alleged that there are no material facts in dispute and for this matter to proceed as 
an informal hearing before the Board, and requests the Board adopt the factual allegations in the Administrative Complaint 
and issue an appropriate penalty in this matter. At this time, it would be appropriate for the Chair to entertain a motion 
determining whether the Respondent was properly served with the Administrative Complaint and has submitted a timely 
request for an informal hearing. 
 
MOTION: Ms. Clay moved that Respondent was properly served with the Administrative Complaint and has timely 
submitted a request for an informal hearing. Mr. Williams seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – The Department asks that the Chair entertain a motion determining that there are no material facts in dispute in 
this matter. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved that there are no material facts in dispute in this matter. Ms. Clay seconded the motion, which 
passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – Now that the Board has determined that there are no material facts in dispute in this matter, the Department 
asks the Chair to entertain a motion to adopt the allegations of fact as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. 
 
MOTION: Ms. Clay moved to adopt the allegations of the fact, as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. Mr. Williams 
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Caracci? 
 
Mr. Caracci – Ms. Weiner has the floor. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Weiner? 
 
Ms. Wiener – Thank you, Chair Peeples. This was a ride along companion case. Ms. Yeats had no dependent responsibility, 
capacity to control, or knowledge even of this matter. She no longer works for this company. The case should be dismissed 
against her as well as her only liability is as relates to the funeral establishment. If the funeral establishment has not violated 
the law, then neither has she. Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Board members? 
 
MOTION: Ms. Clay moved to dismiss the case. Mr. Ferreira seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Ms. Weiner. Let's do this really quickly. It's almost 11:30. Let's take a ten-minute restroom break 
and then we'll come back and try to finish our agenda. Thank you. 
 

******************************************BREAK****************************************** 
 
Chair Peeples – This is Jill Peeples. I'll bring the meeting back to order. And it is 11:39 and I will turn it over to Ms. Simon. 
 
Ms. Simon – Of course.  
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 (b) Related Items – Division No. ATN-45295 
1. Harmon Funeral Home Inc: DFS Case No. 350464-25-FC; Division No. ATN-45295 (F041947)  

 
Ms. Simon – Is there a representative of this entity on the call? 
 
Mr. Luke Grabowski – Good morning, Madam Chair. Luke Grabowski on behalf of the Harmon Funeral Home and John 
Harmon in the companion case. 
 
Ms. Simon – Great. And presenting for the Department is Mr. Caracci. 
 
Mr. Caracci – Thank you. The Division conducted an inspection of Respondent and alleges as follows: Respondent is a funeral 
establishment and apprentice/intern training agency license number F041947. Respondent entered into a contract for a casket 
that was not provided. This is a one-count Administrative Complaint, and the relevant statutory violations are as follows: 

• Section 497.152(1)(a), Florida Statutes: Violating any provision of this chapter or any lawful order of the Board or 
Department or the statutory predecessors to the Board or Department. 

• Section 497.152(1)(b), Florida Statutes: Committing fraud, deceit, negligence, incompetency, or misconduct in the practice 
of any of the activities regulated under this chapter. 

• Section 497.152(11)(b), Florida Statutes, provides that a licensee is subject to discipline for filling in any contract form for 
use with a particular customer using language that misrepresents the true nature of the contract. 

 
The disciplinary guidelines for these violations are as follows: 

Filling in any contract form for use with a particular customer using language that misrepresents the true nature of the contract: 
Reprimand, fine of $1,000-$2,500 plus costs. In addition, probation for 6 months to 1 year with conditions, suspension up to 
1 year, or permanent revocation of license may be imposed. 

 
The Motion demonstrates Respondent has alleged that there are no material facts in dispute and for this matter to proceed as 
an informal hearing before the Board, and requests the Board adopt the factual allegations in the Administrative Complaint 
and issue an appropriate penalty in this matter. At this time, it would be appropriate for the Chair to entertain a motion 
determining whether the Respondent was properly served with the Administrative Complaint and has submitted a timely 
request for an informal hearing. 
 
Chair Peeples – And if we may, let the record reflect that Ms. Clay has departed the meeting for the remainder of the meeting. 
So, she is not on the meeting. Board members, what is your pleasure? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved that Respondent was properly served with the Administrative Complaint and has submitted 
a timely request for an informal hearing. Mr. Clark seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – The Department asks that the Chair entertain a motion determining that there are no material facts in dispute in 
this matter. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved that there are no material facts in dispute in this matter. Mr. Ferreira seconded the motion, 
which passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – Now that the Board has determined that there are no material facts in dispute in this matter, the Department 
asks the Chair to entertain a motion to adopt the allegations of fact as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to adopt the allegations of the fact, as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. Mr. Williams 
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Caracci – And now would be an appropriate time to hand the floor to Mr. Grabowski. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Grabowski? 
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Mr. Grabowski – Yes. Thank you, Madam Chair, members of the Board. Luke Grabowski on behalf of the Respondents. 
Unfortunately, Mr. Harmon could not be here today due to some pre-scheduled health care appointment, but he has asked 
that I present some mitigating circumstances for the Board's consideration in this case and the companion case. As set forth in 
Mr. Harmon's written response to this complaint, this particular family was quite difficult to deal with from day one. There 
were multiple members of the family involved in making their initial arrangements, and the individual that ultimately took 
responsibility for handling the arrangements was often non-responsive to his request for information and clarification. But 
nonetheless, he did everything in his power to serve this family in the time that they requested. With regard to the casket that 
is the subject of this complaint, Mr. Harmon met with the family, took possession of the remains and learned that an oversize 
casket was actually going to be required for this case. Unfortunately, the casket that the family initially selected was not 
available in an oversize model after conferring with the casket company. There was a model similar that was and that was in a 
20-gauge steel compared to an 18-gauge steel. Mr. Harmon did attempt to communicate this to the family to no avail. And so, 
he ultimately had to move forward with the 20-gauge steel casket to service this family in the time that they requested. He 
provided the services and merchandise to the family. There was no issue with this casket until such time as Mr. Harmon 
requested payment for his services, which leads me to my second point. As of today's date, Mr. Harmon has not been paid for 
providing merchandise and services to this family. There was an insurance policy in place that paid a portion of it, but he is 
still owed nearly $3,000 for what he did provide. So, while we acknowledge there may have been a technical violation here in 
terms of what was identified in the initial contract and what was provided, he did everything in his power to give that to the 
family, to communicate that to them and has already suffered significant financial hardship because of that. And so, we would 
just ask the Board to consider that and imputing any penalties against Mr. Harmon or the establishment this morning. And 
with that, I'd be happy to answer any questions the members may have. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Grabowski. Mr. Ferreira?  
 
Mr. Ferreira – Okay, thank you. I'm looking at the contract, Mr. Grabowski, and doesn't it almost look like there's two (2) 
different caskets there? Is that what you all see or is it me? 
 
Mr. Grabowski – I was a little confused about that myself. I think on the copy that I was looking at, there may have been an 
additional oversized vault. I can't really read it on my screen. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – It says like a 20-gauge antique white rose oversize mother or something at the top. And then an 18-gauge steel 
gasket with silver pink velvet. So, it almost appears like maybe there was a question in the arrangement conference. And 
many times, you know, we do meet a family before we see the loved one. So that was unique to me. And then there's also 
oversize vault here, which means the conversation happened in the arrangement conference room. So, my point is, it appears 
like there was an option possibly, you know, at the arrangement conference. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Ferreira? 
 
Mr. Grabowski – Mr. Ferreira, the only -- oh I apologize. 
 
Chair Peeples – Just a minute, Mr. Grabowski. Mr. Ferreira, what do you mean there was an option for what? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – So, what I'm saying is that it appears like maybe an oversize casket was on the contract and a standard casket 
was on the contract, with an oversize vault. So, they spoke at the arrangement conference -- they would have had a 
conversation about having to use the oversize vault if needed. 
 
Chair Peeples – I got you. Thank you, sir. I appreciate that. Mr. Grabowski, did you want to comment on Mr. Ferreira's 
comment? 
 
Mr. Grabowski – Yes. Thank you, Madam Chair. I think the only thing that may have happened here, obviously I was not 
present, but when the initial meeting with the family occurred, the family would not actually sign the contract at the time. 
And I believe that copy of that contract may have been -- when it was signed, which was actually the day the services and 
merchandise were provided when the arrangements happened. So, he may have amended that to specify that it now included 
the oversize casket. I'm speculating in that regard, but I think that might be what happened. 
 



22 
 

Mr. Ferreira – Okay. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. Mr. Williams? 
 
Mr. Williams – Yes, I'm with my colleague, Mr. Ferreira on this. So, if we're looking at the same thing, Page 49 of 65, it 
knowledge that it's the day after, so the date of death is 1/13. This statement was done on 1/14. The signatures were done by 
the person I guess I'm reading Raymond. So, I guess Mr. Grabowski, you said the communication wasn't there, but it seems 
like everything was signed off on -- because I'm reading the -- I'm thinking it's a 20-gauge antique white rose oversize and 
then 18-gauge steel along with the oversize vault of 32. Am I reading that correctly, Mr. Grabowski? Is that the same 
document you have? 
 
Mr. Grabowski – Yes, Mr. Williams, as far as I can tell, it appears to be what that says. And again, we're not going to dispute 
the facts here. Obviously, we're not in a position to do that. But what was conveyed to me by my client was that when these 
arrangements were initially made, nothing was signed off. I understand that there does have a date of statement saying 1/14. I 
don't know if there is an error or discrepancy in that date compared to when it was actually signed. But that was what was 
conveyed to me, that "oversize" was not discussed at the time the initial arrangements were discussed. 
 
Mr. Williams – And I get it. And I'm sorry, Madam Chair. I apologize. May I follow up?  
 
Chair Peeples – Sure. Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Williams – I get it. But based on the documents we receive, this is what we can go by. And I'm looking at this as the 
official document of the agreement of the arrangements. And it's showing me that the arrangements were all completed on the 
14th. That's how I'm reading this. I don't see an Addendum. Unless I'm missing something on another page, that's what I have 
to go by. Do you have anything else, Mr. Grabowski?  
 
Mr. Grabowski – I agree. That's what's in the packet. 
 
Mr. Williams – Okay, thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Ferreira? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – So I guess my point is that this could go either way. I feel like by looking at this contract, both standard and 
oversize situations were discussed. And the price for an 18-gauge steel casket and the price of a 20-gauge oversize are going to 
be about the same on the retail side. So, I think this was already discussed. I feel like there was a plan in place, you know, at 
the arrangement based on the size of the loved one. And I feel like just by looking at this case, it could be either way. And I 
think maybe -- anyway, I'll just leave it there. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Ferreira to Mr. Grabowski, is the main question on behalf of the family with their complaint that they 
initially discussed that it was going to be an 18-gauge, 29-inch oversize casket, and because that wasn't available, the funeral 
firm purchased a 20-gauge 29-inch oversize casket? Is that one of the main questions on behalf of the family? Gauge is a 
thickness of steel. So, you start out 20-, 19-, 18-, 16-, and stainless. And as you stated in your opening when you were 
commenting that sometimes a casket is available, sometimes it's not. So, I kind of see kind of piggybacking on Mr. Ferreira 
that on Page 52 with the invoice from Cardinal Casket is they did provide an oversize 29-inch casket. It was just a gauge 
difference. And they provided a 20- even though it was listed, as Mr. Ferreira stated, as an 18-. So that was just a point of 
clarification I just had as one of my notes. Mr. Ferreira, do you kind of agree, sir? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – I completely agree. And I'm not sure I've seen an 18-gauge oversize. I'm sure they're out there, but typically it's a 
20-gauge oversize gasket or non-gasket. 
 
Chair Peeples – Well, some vendors have the different gauges in the oversize units, but the 20-gauge is the more popular and 
it's more economical for a family and for the firm. So, Mr. Grabowski, I think we kind of answered our own questions so we're 
good.  
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Mr. Grabowski – Understood. 
 
Chair Peeples – So, Mr. Quinn, you had your hand up, sir. 
 
Mr. Quinn – Yeah. My question was similar, you know. Like you, as a funeral director for twenty-five (25) or more years, you 
know, I read it as being the contract, it had 18-gauge steel on there. When I saw the delivery receipt from, I think it was 
Cardinal Casket, it said 20-gauge. So, my only question really was the family aware that they switched from 18- to 20-gauge or 
was there even a substitution form filled out and acknowledged by the family? 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Grabowski, I don't know if that's a question you can answer without having Mr. Harmon here. So that 
might be an answer that he would have to provide. 
 
Mr. Grabowski – Unfortunately, I'm not privy to that information. Mr. Harmon just could not be here this morning. So, I'm 
unable to answer that question. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Ferreira? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – So, to get back to Mr. Quinn. I believe that both caskets are on that contract, and it was going to be a situational 
determination when they received the remains. So, I believe there was a conversation way ahead at the conference. And then 
when the loved one came in, you know, that's what happened. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Ferreira. Mr. Chapman? 
 
Mr. Chapman – Thank you, Madam Chair. Mr. Grabowski, what exactly are you asking the Board to do on this case? 
 
Mr. Grabowski – Well, we would just ask the Board to consider the financial difficulties Mr. Harmon has already experienced 
with this case and imputing any penalty. I know there are penalty guidelines, but we would just ask that if the Board does feel 
that a financial penalty is required under these circumstances, we'd just ask the Board to take that into consideration because 
this has already had a significant financial impact on him and the establishment. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Chapman, does that complete your question, sir? 
 
Mr. Chapman – Yes, it does. Thanks. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Jensen? 
 
Mr. Jensen – I have a question for Mr. Grabowski. On Page 25, the picture of the lady in the casket. On the right-hand side in 
the margin, it's written, she's stuffed and purposely hiding her arms. Is that the main complaint of the family? Or is that -- like 
the others here, I'm trying to figure out what exactly is the complaint. 
 
Mr. Grabowski – May I, Madam Chair? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Grabowski – Mr. Jensen, I'm not sure who wrote that. The allegations in the complaint against my client are, he did not 
disclose the 20-gauge casket when they requested an 18-gauge casket. I'm not sure what those comments are referring to or 
who wrote them, but the allegation is simply my client didn't deliver what he was supposed to deliver. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Okay. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Jensen, does that complete you, sir? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes, ma'am. Thank you. 
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Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Ferreira? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – I'm going back to Mr. Jensen's comment, Mr. Grabowski. I'm not sure there's anything here. That is what I'm 
trying to say. That's where I'm at. I don't know where – 
 
Mr. Grabowski – If I may, Madam Chair. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Grabowski – I would agree with Mr. Ferreira. We obviously disputed this. But given the fact that, you know, there are 
some issues with the contract here, that's why we were unable to resolve this prior. 
 
Chair Peeples – And thank you, Mr. Grabowski. I just went back to Pages 23 and 24 of our Board packet, which is the 
complaint. And because it is a very long complaint, there is a comment written about the casket and the vault, which an 
oversize casket sometimes requires an oversize vault. A standard casket does not. But then it just kind of has a lot of 
information, kind of going back to, you know, a little bit more information of the insurance policy and things of that nature. 
So, it really does not have a specificity, Mr. Ferreira, of what their main complaint is. Do you not agree? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Yes, I definitely agree. I mean; I just think they're angry. I mean – 
 
Mr. Jensen –And if I may? 
 
Chair Peeples – And I appreciate your comment, Mr. Ferreira, but we cannot judge, you know, and can't say with a family 
because we are dealing with usually a death of a loved one. So, thank you for that comment. But Mr. Quinn, I see you have 
your hand up. Mr. Jensen, you were, I think, speaking, sir. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes, ma'am. And back to what you pointed out in the actual complaint, I agree with Mr. Ferreira that the family 
really just has more of an issue with the service and how the body was presented and so forth, which is -- you know, that's not 
in our purview. They just got mad, but they didn't even pay the gentleman. So, I don't know what their complaint is other 
than they just didn't like it or they're just mad. That's all I wanted to comment on. Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Quinn? 
 
Mr. Quinn – Yes, thank you. And, you know, if the issue is the casket, going back to something Mr. Ferreira said, I think we're 
obligated, if we substitute a casket, to do something of equal or greater value and swapping out the 18-gauge steel for the 20-
gauge oversize, might make it equal value. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. Any other Board members, any discussion of where we are in the processing of this case? Mr. 
Williams? 
 
Mr. Williams – Yes, thank you, Madam Chair. So, to Mr. Ferreira's point, there's a couple allegations in the complaint. I'm not 
sure if everyone had a chance to read them, from the body being unattended, left in the church. Like, there's a lot of different 
compounding situations or what I think that goes to your point, Mr. Ferreira, what they're really, the meat and potatoes of it, 
along with the communication about the gauge of the casket, and also some information about there was already a vault 
purchased. That's why he took the vault off, as you can see on the receipt. So, I think it's just a lot of going back and forth. To 
Madam Chair's point, I don't know the state of mind of the family, but it's like a lot of back and forth, and everyone didn't 
bring everything to the table. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Williams. Board members, any other comments before we turn it back over to Mr. Caracci? 
Thank you. Mr. Caracci? 
 
Mr. Caracci – Just to address some of the discussion, the crux of this complaint is that the family was expecting an 18-gauge 
casket. Obviously, they didn't get that. But I want you to take a look at Page 38 and 39 of the packets. And by Mr. Harmon's 
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own admission, it seems that he did locate an 18-gauge casket that was oversize, and for whatever reason, the family did not 
get that. 
 
Chair Peeples – And Mr. Caracci, what paragraph are you referring to on Page 38? 
 
Mr. Caracci – I'm sorry. It's the final paragraph of page 38 that continues on to Page 39. No, I'm sorry, 37 to 38. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. If we can have just a minute to review that. 
 
Mr. Caracci – Okay. 
 
Chair Peeples – Members, have you all had an opportunity to read the end of Page 37 and the beginning of Page 38? You can 
just nod. Thank you. So, Mr. Caracci, thank you for bringing that to our attention. So, we'll turn it back over to you for the next 
motion item that you suggest, sir. 
 
Mr. Caracci – Thank you. The Department offers into evidence the investigative report with exhibits, a copy of which has been 
previously furnished to the Board, to establish a prima facie case for the violations alleged in the Administrative Complaint. 
Now that the Board has adopted the findings of fact in this case, the Department asks the Chair to entertain a motion finding 
that these facts constitute a violation of Florida Statutes as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. 
 
Chair Peeples – Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved that Respondent is in violation of Florida Statutes as charged in the Administrative Complaint. 
Mr. Williams seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – Thank you. And now we come to the penalty recommendation. There was some prior discipline for Harmon 
Funeral Home. And as a result of that and the allegations of this Administrative Complaint, we will go ahead and be offering 
a $2,250 fine and one-year probation. 
 
Chair Peeples – Board members? Mr. Jensen?  
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes. And based upon what Mr. Caracci said, I don't see a problem with the paperwork itself, but back to what 
Mr. Quinn said, we are obligated to furnish what we have on the contract, and the 18-gauge was on the contract that the 
consumer provided. And as you all know, we are bound by what the consumer provides, even if we don't have the contract. If 
the consumer comes in and puts it there and says, "This is it," and I would -- I mean, I can kind of see it both ways too. I 
wanted to ask Mr. Caracci and possibly Mr. Grabowski if they'd be willing to settle this with maybe a $1,200 fine. 
 
Mr. Caracci – I believe we -- and I initially tendered an offer for $1,250. I would have to go in my emails, but we obviously 
didn't reach that settlement and here we are. 
 
Ms. Munson – If I may, Madam Chair? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am.  
 
Ms. Munson – I just wanted to note that because of how this is presented, this is presented for you as a Motion for Final Order 
by Hearing Not Involving Disputed Issues of Material Fact that although he recommended, and this isn't a stipulation, this 
isn't a settlement agreement, the Board can just vote to accept the Administrative Complaint and come with your own penalty. 
So, if you come up with a number that you feel is more fitting due to aggravating or mitigating circumstances, settlement talk 
is not like a part of this discussion. It's a completely separate thing. So, you can finalize it today with your decision as to what 
you feel the penalty should be, if you feel there should. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, ma'am. Mr. Grabowski? 
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Mr. Grabowski – Thank you, Madam Chair. I just wanted to respond to Mr. Jensen's comment. There was a settlement offer 
made of $1,250 and one-year probation for both complaints, one against Mr. Harmon, one against the funeral establishment. 
The reason that was declined very simply was given the financial burden that's already been imposed on the licensee, we just 
didn't feel that was acceptable in light of the circumstances we've been talking about today. And so that's kind of where things 
were left off. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. Mr. Jensen? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Just to address Mr. Grabowski. While I can feel for the gentleman that owns the funeral home, I mean, he should 
have got his money up front. He should have verified the insurance policy and just how much it was going to take. I mean, 
that's what we all do. So that's not in our purview whether he got his money or not. Although I feel for him, I've been in the 
same situation trying to do something nice and it backfires on you. And that happens to all of us in this business and it has. 
You know, personally, I mean, it's pretty clear the family is just a little upset. That's not in our purview either. But what is in 
our purview is the contract. And what Mr. Quinn said is absolutely 100% correct. If the contract says an 18-gauge and you 
provide a 20-gauge, you know, you're not in compliance. So, I think you probably should have accepted the $1,250 and I'd 
make a motion for a 1,250 fine. Although I don't see probation here, so maybe just a $1,250 fine. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
 
Chair Peeples – And that is your motion, sir? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes, ma'am. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved that Respondent shall pay a $1,250 fine to be paid within thirty (30) days of the Board Order. 
Mr. Ferreira seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Peeples – Is there any discussion on the motion? And Mr. Caracci, were you raising your hand, sir? 
 
Mr. Caracci – Yes, I just wanted to say the Department's penalty recommendation was for a year probation and that was also 
part of the settlement discussions. That's it. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. But I asked Mr. Jensen, and it was not a part of his motion and Mr. Ferreira did not agree to 
that. But thank you for that comment. 
 
Mr. Caracci – Okay. 
 
Chair Peeples – I appreciate that. Mr. Williams? 
 
Mr. Williams – Yes. Madam Chair. And I'm fine with the dollar amount, if I may ask Mr. Jensen if he'll consider a probation 
being that this is not the first situation of this entity, as Mr. Caracci said. That's how the guidelines got to where they are. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes, and if I may, Madam Chair, I'd like to respond to that. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Mr. Williams, I appreciate your friendly amendment, but in this case, you know, I think the gentleman did try to 
accommodate them and that's why I don't think there ought to be probation, even though he had another incident prior, I just 
don't see it in this particular case. You know, I think it could kind of go either way. I think the family is just a little upset. You 
know, he should have provided what he was contracted to provide, and he didn't and he should be fined for that. As far as 
being on probation, it looks like with the paperwork, he tried to accommodate the family. So, I would like to keep my motion 
as is. Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Jensen. Any other discussion before we take a vote? Mr. Ferreira? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – So, I know that we're talking about the 18-gauge casket being on the contract. There's also a 29-inch casket 
oversize on the contract. So, typically there's just one (1). But in this case, there were two (2). So, I certainly agree with Mr. 
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Quinn and Mr. Jensen if there was one casket listed. But there are two (2), and I don't know if that was done later or at the 
time. You know, we don't know that. But that's just a comment I'm making. That's all. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Quinn? 
 
Mr. Quinn – What I was going to suggest, after hearing all the discussion, is maybe we consider a notice of non-compliance for 
educational purposes and then maybe reduce the suggested fine to $1,000. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Jensen? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Well, two (2) things here, Madam Chair. One is to address what Mr. Ferreira said. I'm strictly going by the yellow 
copy on Page 31, the family's copy. That's what they had. The other copy that we're seeing is the funeral home's copy. But the 
family's copy in our business is what, you know, that's what the family has got, and that's what they're claiming here. So, and I 
certainly understand what Mr. Quinn has to say there. And the only reason I voted for no probation is I'm trying to give both 
sides a little bit of a win here. There's an issue, and, you know, I think it could be seen both ways. But I will agree to what Mr. 
Quinn says.  
 
Chair Peeples – So, are you amending your motion? 
 
Mr. Jensen – I'll amend it, Could you repeat that, Mr. Quinn? 
 
Mr. Quinn – And thank you. A notice of non-compliance for educational purposes, and then the fine amount of $1,000. 
 
Mr. Jensen – I'm okay with that, Madam Chair. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Ferreira? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Yes. So, I was reading the contract like it was showing two (2) caskets. I mean, but you know -- -- maybe it 
doesn't. But I mean, but I'm good with this. I'm good with it. But that 29, is that like a stock number? Or is that a 29-inch? I was 
reading that as a 29-inch oversize. You see where I was looking at it? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes, I see, Mr. Ferreira. On Page 31 there, on the far left hand, it has I assume that's 29. It's either a seven (7) or a 
nine (9). But as we know, it's got to be a 29-. And it does say oversize over here. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Yes. 
 
Mr. Jensen – It says antique white rose oversize. But it clearly says 18-gauge. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Yes, it does. Yes, it does. But okay. I was thinking that the 18-gauge steel casket was silver and pink interior, 
right? Pink velvet interior. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – And the top one was a 29 antique white rose mother of something oversize. So, I was kind of looking at that as 
two (2) different descriptions. 
 
Mr. Jensen – No, I read that as one. That antique casket, which I'm familiar with, does, I mean, everything else is in order. The 
paint interior and so forth.  
 
Mr. Ferreira – Okay. 
 
Chair Peeples – So Mr. Ferreira, do you agree to the amended motion of the notice of noncompliance for educational purposes 
and a $1,000 fine? 
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Mr. Ferreira – I certainly do. Yes. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay. So, we have an amended motion. Any other discussion before we take a vote? Hearing none, all in favor 
of the amended motion, say Yes. 
 
Board members [Unison] – Yes. 
 
Chair Peeples – All opposed say No. Motion carries. 
 

2. Harmon, John W III: DFS Case No: 350467-25-FC; Division No. ATN-45295 (F046608) 
 
Ms. Simon – Again, represented by Mr. Grabowski and representing the Department is Mr. Caracci. 
 
Mr. Caracci – Thank you. The Division conducted an investigation of Respondent and alleges as follows: Respondent is a 
funeral director and embalmer holding license number F046608. Respondent is the funeral director in charge of Harmon 
Funeral Home Inc (“HFH”). HFH entered into a contract for a casket that was not provided. This is a one-count 
Administrative Complaint, and the relevant statutory violations are as follows: 

• Section 497.152(1)(a), Florida Statutes: Violating any provision of this chapter or any lawful order of the Board or 
Department or the statutory predecessors to the Board or Department. 

• Section 497.152(1)(b), Florida Statutes: Committing fraud, deceit, negligence, incompetency, or misconduct in the practice 
of any of the activities regulated under this chapter. 

• Section 497.152(11)(b), Florida Statutes, provides that a licensee is subject to discipline for filling in any contract form for 
use with a particular customer using language that misrepresents the true nature of the contract. 

 
The disciplinary guidelines for these violations are as follows: 

Filling in any contract form for use with a particular customer using language that misrepresents the true nature of the contract: 
Reprimand, fine of $1,000-$2,500 plus costs. In addition, probation for six (6) months to one (1) year with conditions, 
suspension up to one (1) year, or permanent revocation of license may be imposed. 

 
The Motion demonstrates Respondent has alleged that there are no material facts in dispute and for this matter to proceed as 
an informal hearing before the Board, and requests the Board adopt the factual allegations in the Administrative Complaint 
and issue an appropriate penalty in this matter. At this time, it would be appropriate for the Chair to entertain a motion 
determining whether the Respondent was properly served with the Administrative Complaint and has submitted a timely 
request for an informal hearing. 
 
Chair Peeples – Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Clark moved that Respondent was properly served with the Administrative Complaint and has submitted a 
timely request for an informal hearing. Mr. Quinn seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – The Department asks that the Chair entertain a motion determining that there are no material facts in dispute in 
this matter. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved that there are no material facts in dispute in this matter. Mr. Clark seconded the motion, which 
passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – Now that the Board has determined that there are no material facts in dispute in this matter, the Department 
asks the Chair to entertain a motion to adopt the allegations of fact as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved to adopt the allegations of the fact, as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. Mr. Ferreira 
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Caracci – Now would be an appropriate time to hear from Mr. Grabowski if he would like to speak. 
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Chair Peeples – Mr. Grabowski? 
 
Mr. Grabowski – Thank you, Madam Chair. Just to reiterate my prior comments, particularly regarding the financial impact 
this has already had and given that this is essentially a duplicative complaint with the same allegations, we would just ask that 
the Board take that into consideration. 
 
Chair Peeples – Is there any discussion by the Board? Hearing none. Mr. Caracci? 
 
Mr. Caracci – The Department offers into evidence the investigative report with exhibits, a copy of which has been previously 
furnished to the Board, to establish a prima facie case for the violations alleged in the Administrative Complaint. Now that the 
Board has adopted the findings of fact in this case, the Department asks the Chair to entertain a motion finding that these facts 
constitute a violation of Florida Statutes as set forth in the Administrative Complaint. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved that Respondent is in violation of Florida Statutes as charged in the Administrative Complaint. 
Mr. Jensen seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Caracci – And the Department is going to go ahead and recommend, just like last time, a $2,250 fine and one (1) year of 
probation. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Quinn? 
 
Mr. Quinn – Chair, may I make a motion that this be a reprimand? 
 
Chair Peeples – You can make any motion you'd like, sir. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Quinn moved that Respondent be issued a reprimand. Mr. Clark seconded the motion, which passed 
unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Grabowski. 
 
Mr. Grabowski – Thank you, Madam Chair. 
 

(2) Settlement Stipulation(s) (Probable Cause Panel B) 
(a) Stonemor Florida LLC d/b/a Arlington Park Cemetery: DFS Case No. 320302-23-FC; Division No. ATN-

41923 (F079858) 
 
Ms. Simon – Representing the licensee is Ms. Wiener and representing the Department is Ms. Marshall. 
 
Mr. Williams – Madam Chair? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Williams – I need to recuse from this case as I served on Probable Cause Panel B. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. Ms. Marshall? 
 
Ms. Kimberly Marshall – Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you, Ms. Simon. Good afternoon, Board members. The 
Department conducted an inspection of Respondent and found that Respondent failed to keep accurate records of burials, 
leading to the re-sale of a grave space that was already owned. Respondent has entered into a proposed Settlement 
Stipulation. The proposed stipulation provides that Respondent shall pay a fine of $1,500, and Respondent’s license shall be 
placed on probation for nine (9) months. The Department requests that the Board accept this Settlement Stipulation as 
resolution of this matter, and I'm available for questions. Thank you. 
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Chair Peeples – Thank you, Ms. Marshall. Board members, are there any questions? Or Ms. Wiener, would you like to address 
this? 
 
Ms. Wiener – I'm just here for questions. Thanks. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, ma'am. Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to accept the Settlement Stipulation which provides that Respondent shall pay a fine of $1,500, 
and Respondent’s license shall be placed on probation for nine (9) months. Mr. Jensen seconded the motion, which passed 
unanimously.  
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Ms. Wiener and Ms. Marshall. Ms. Simon? 
 
Ms. Wiener – Thank you. 
 
Ms. Marshall – Thank you, Madam Chair. 
 
F. Application(s) for Preneed Sales Agent  

(1) Informational Item (Licenses Issued without Conditions) – Addendum A 
 
Ms. Simon – This is an informational item pertaining to Section 497.466, Florida statutes. The applicants on Addendum A have 
been issued their licenses and appointments as preneed sales agents. 
 
G. Application(s) for Continuing Education 
 (1) Course Approval - Recommended for Approval without Conditions – Addendum B 

(a) Colibri Healthcare (113) 
(b) Florida Cemetery, Cremation & Funeral Association (75) 
(c) Florida Morticians Association (23208) 
(d) International Cemetery, Crematory and Funeral Association (51609) 
(e) International Order of the Golden Rule (2201) 
(f) Jeffrey Holcomb (58008) 
(g) The Independent Funeral Group (55808) 
(h) Wilbert Funeral Services (39408) 

 
Ms. Simon – The course presented on Addendum B has been reviewed by the CE Committee, and the Committee as well as 
the Division recommends approval for the number of hours so indicated. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved to approve the applications.  Mr. Jensen seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
 (2) Provider Approval - Recommended for Approval without Conditions – Addendum C 

(a) Kates-Boylston (60409) 
 
Ms. Simon – The applicant presented on Addendum C has been reviewed by the CE Committee, and the Committee, as well 
as the Division, recommends this applicant be approved as a CE provider. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved to approve the application.  Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Simon, I want to make sure we had seven (7) members since Ms. Clay had departed, so we're good. So, 
thank you. 
 
H. Consumer Protection Trust Fund Claims 
 (1) Recommended for Approval without Conditions – Addendum D 
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Ms. Simon – The CPTF claims presented on Addendum D have been reviewed by the Division and the Division recommends 
approval for the monetary amounts indicated. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved to approve all the claim(s), for the monetary amounts indicated. Mr. Williams seconded the 
motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
I. Application(s) for Embalmer Apprentice 
 (1) Informational Item (Licenses Issued without Conditions) – Addendum E 

(a) Jupa, Jean E F876447   
(b) Warren, Hannah E F940709   

 
Ms. Simon – This is an informational item.  Pursuant to Rule 69K–1.005, F. A. C., the Division has previously approved the 
application listed on Addendum E. 
 
J. Application(s) for Florida Laws and Rules Examination 

(1) Informational Item (Licenses Issued without Conditions) – Addendum F 
(a) Direct Disposer 

 1. Roslan, Dove C    
(b) Funeral Director (Internship) 

1. Lacy, Deron    
(c) Funeral Director and Embalmer (Internship and Exam) 

1. Chambliss, Mary E    
2. Giora, Joseph A   
3. Hill, Jessie    
4. Izquierdo, Amanda    
5. Marchetti, Francesco G     
6. Sablan, John P    

 
Ms. Simon – This is an informational item.  Pursuant to Rule 69K–1.005, F. A. C., the Division has previously approved the 
application listed on Addendum F. 
 
K. Application(s) for Internship  
 (1) Informational Item (Licenses Issued without Conditions) – Addendum G 

(a) Embalmer Intern 
1. York, Tara P F944790   

(b) Funeral Director 
1. Longino, Vivian L F944857 
2. Nelson, Charlene R F943589    

 3. Thelander F. Beaver F258755    
(c) Funeral Director & Embalmer (Concurrent) 

1. Buggs, Barbara E F942890    
2. Byington, Madison A F942560  
3. Garmon, Darien M F937585   
4. Harvey, Amanda V F166137   
5. Moser, Chloe A F937671  
6. Waknine, Michael F664697   

 
Ms. Simon – This is an informational item.  Pursuant to Rule 69K–1.005, F. A. C., the Division has previously approved the 
application listed on Addendum G. 
 
 (2) Recommended for Approval with Conditions 
 (a) Funeral Director & Embalmer (Concurrent) (Criminal History) 
  1. Williams, Bruce 
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Ms. Simon – If I may have a moment? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am. And is Mr. Williams on the meeting today? 
 
Ms. Munson – He was. 
 
Ms. Simon – Hearing no response, may I continue? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, please. 
 
Ms. Simon – Okay. An Application for a Concurrent Intern License was received by the Division on January 27, 2026. The 
application was initially incomplete, and a deficiency letter was subsequently issued. The application was deemed complete 
on March 26, 2026, after all outstanding deficient items were received. Although the applicant answered “No” to the criminal 
history question on the application, a review of the fingerprint-based background check results revealed reportable criminal 
history. To wit, on or about March 27, 2006, Mr. Bruce Williams was charged with a third-degree felony for attempted 
purchase of cocaine and was convicted with adjudication withheld. Mr. Williams was ordered to pay $563 in court costs and 
sentenced to thirty-eight (38) days incarceration, with thirty-eight (38) days credited as time served. Please note that as of 
March 27, 2026, approximately twenty (20) years have elapsed since the disposition of this case. While at the time of the May 
Board meeting, this criminal history is no longer relevant, at the time of the initial application, it was relevant, and the 
Applicant failed to disclose it. As a result, the Division recommends approval subject to the condition that the applicant is 
placed on probation for one (1) year after the license is issued. 
 
Chair Peeples – Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved to approve the application subject to the condition that the applicant is placed on probation 
for one (1) year after the license is issued. Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
 (3) Request to Renew 

(a) Recommended for Approval without Conditions 
 1. Funeral Director and Embalmer (Concurrent) 

a. Lewis, Emma A F243654 
 
Ms. Simon – An application to renew funeral director internship to continue course of study was timely received by the 
division on March 30, 2026. After reviewing the application, it was determined that the incorrect application was submitted 
and the corrected application to renew internship due to illness, hardship, or awaiting results was received by the Division via 
email on April 27, 2026. The application was deemed completed once reviewed and processed. The applicant was licensed as a 
concurrent intern pursuant to 69K-18.003 (6), Florida Administrative Code, which only permits one (1) internship in a lifetime. 
Ms. Lewis’ concurrent intern license expired on April 8, 2026, and the application to renew was received timely. After 
reviewing the applicant’s licensing history, the Division recommends approval. 
 
Chair Peeples – Is Ms. Emma Lewis on the call today or a representative? Hearing no response. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved to approve the application. Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
L. Applications(s) for Registration as a Training Facility  

(1)    Informational Item (Licenses Issued without Conditions) – Addendum H 
(a) McKinney Family Funeral Home, Inc. (F057662) (Jacksonville)  
(b) Northwood Funeral Home & Crematory, LLC (F922528) (West Palm Beach)   

 
Ms. Simon – This is an informational item. The Division has reviewed the applications on addendum H and have found them 
to be complete and that the applicants have met the requirements to be a training agency. Pursuant to Rule 69K-1.005, Florida 
Administrative Code, the Division has previously approved these applications.  
 
M. Notification(s) of a Change in Location 
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(1)    Informational Item (Licenses Issued without Conditions) – Addendum I 
(a) B & T Enterprises of Tampa Bay, LLC d/b/a Community Cremation (F060511) (Lutz)  

 
Ms. Simon – This is an informational item. The establishment listed on Addendum I has applied for a change of location of 
their business. The only criteria for approval is that the new location pass inspection by the Division of Funeral, Cemetery, and 
Consumer Services. 
 
N. Application(s) for Funeral Establishment 

(1) Recommended for Approval without Conditions 
(a) Feacher West Funeral Home, LLC (Jacksonville) 

 
Ms. Simon – Is there a representative of that entity on the call today? Hearing no response. An application for funeral 
establishment licensure based upon a change of ownership was received by the Division on March 19, 2026. The application 
was incomplete when received. The Division received the required information to complete the application on March 23, 2026. 
The FDIC will be Ms. Terona S. Feacher (F083675). A background check of the principals, Ms. Terona S. Feacher and Mr. 
Roderic D. Feacher, did not reveal any relevant criminal history. Establishment passed inspection on March 25, 2026. As a 
result, the Division recommends approval without conditions. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Williams moved to approve the application. Mr. Clark seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
 (2) Recommended for Approval with Conditions 

(a) Clearview Cremation, LLC (Hollywood) 
 
Ms. Simon – A new application for a funeral establishment licensure was received on March 27, 2026. The Division has 
considered the application as complete on this same date. The FDIC will be Ms. Randi S. Mason (F080443). A background 
check of the principal(s), Mr. Lorenzo M. Frati and Mr. Jenson Carlgren, did not reveal any relevant criminal history. Although 
it's not on your cover sheet, they passed inspection subsequent to the matter coming before the Board. As a result, the Division 
is recommending approval without conditions. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved to approve the application. Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 

(b) Islamic Center of Northeast Florida, Inc. (Jacksonville) 
 
Ms. Simon – This matter was withdrawn. 
 
 (3) Recommended for Denial (Criminal History) 

(a) Allen, Barnes & Watkins Mortuary and Cremation Services, Inc (Jasper) 
 
Ms. Simon – Is there a representative of this entity on the call today? 
 
Mr. Henry Thompson – Yes. Henry Thompson.  
 
Ms. Simon –   Thank you. A new application for a funeral establishment licensure was received on January 30, 2026. The 
application was incomplete when received. The Division received the required information to complete the application on 
April 15, 2026. The FDIC will be Ms. Kiera Haper (F779651). Since the time that the agenda was sent to the Board members, 
Principal Barnes has been removed as a principal. As a result, the background check of the remaining principals revealed no 
criminal history. I’ve already received documentation, although I have not forwarded it to the Board, of the new list of 
business principals and the change with the Division of Corporations. As a result, the Division recommends approval subject 
to the condition that the establishment pass an inspection by a member of the Division staff.  
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Thompson, would you like to address the Board or questions only? 
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Mr. Thompson – Since the Division changed the recommendation, I'm just here for questions only. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to approve the application subject to the condition that the establishment pass an inspection by 
a member of the Division staff. Mr. Williams seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Williams – I have a question, Madam Chair. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, Mr. Williams? 
 
Mr. Williams – Question for Ms. Simon. On Page 6, would this information need to be updated since you said the Barnes 
individual has been removed? Would they need to do an updated application, or how does that work?  
 
Ms. Simon – I believe that it is sufficient today for the Board to approve this application with the condition of an on-site 
inspection. We will check with the applicant afterwards. I'm sure there will be no problem with them updating that page of 
the application. Is that correct? 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Thompson, do you agree? 
 
Mr. Thompson – Yes. I don't think there's going to be any issue with that. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Ms. Munson? 
 
Ms. Munson – I wanted to confirm, because I just can't remember faces that well. Is Thompson with the firm of – 
 
Mr. Thompson – WWR Legal. Yes, ma'am. 
 
Ms. Munson – Thank you. Because it's not in the materials, I just wanted to confirm for the record. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Board members, we have a motion and a second. Any other discussion? Hearing none, all in favor 
of the motion, say Yes. 
 
Board members [Unison] – Yes. 
 
Chair Peeples – Opposed, say No. Motion carries. Thank you, Mr. Thompson. 
 
Mr. Thompson – Thank you all. 
 
O. Application(s) for Preneed Main 
 (1) Recommended for Approval without Conditions 

(a) After Cremation FL 2 LLC (F921272) (Lakeland) 
 
Ms. Simon – Is there a representative of this entity on the call today? 
 
Ms. Wiener – Wendy Wiener, and I believe Dallin Preece is also maybe here by telephone. 
 
Ms. Simon – Thank you. The Department received an application for a new preneed license on March 2, 2026, and deficiencies 
were noted. All deficiencies were resolved as of March 26, 2026. The sole owner and member of the LLC is Dallin Preece. A 
complete background check of the principal was returned to the Division without criminal history. Applicant obtained its 
qualifying direct disposal establishment license as of December 4, 2025, under license # F921272 at the same location. If 
approved, Applicant will sell insurance-funded preneed through Global Atlantic Financial Group and utilize their approved 
prearranged funeral agreement forms. The Division recommends approval without conditions. 
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Chair Peeples – Ms. Wiener, you're here for questions only, or would you like to present? 
 
Ms. Wiener – No, questions only. Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Clark moved to approve the application. Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 

(b) After Cremation FL 3 LLC (F922728) (Ft Lauderdale) 
 
Ms. Simon – Again, represented by Ms. Wiener. The Department received an application for a new preneed license on March 
5, 2026, and deficiencies were noted. All deficiencies were resolved as of March 26, 2026. The sole owner and member of the 
LLC is Dallin Preece. A complete background check of the principal was returned to the Division without criminal history. 
Applicant obtained its qualifying direct disposal establishment license as of January 26, 2026, under license # F922728 at the 
same location. If approved, Applicant will sell insurance-funded preneed through Global Atlantic Financial Group and utilize 
their approved prearranged funeral agreement forms. The Division recommends approval without conditions. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Ms. Wiener, questions only? 
 
Ms. Wiener – Yes. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to approve the application. Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
P. Application(s) for Preneed Branch  

(1) Recommended for Approval without Conditions – Addendum J 
(a) Ferreira Enterprises Inc (F019201) (Macclenny) 
(b) SCI Funeral Services of Florida LLC (F019227) (Naples) 

 
Ms. Simon – Pursuant to s. 497.453, Florida Statutes, the entities referenced on Addendum H have applied for preneed branch 
licensure. The applications were complete without reportable criminal or disciplinary history and accompanied by the 
required fee. It is recommended that the entities referenced on Addendum H be approved for the branch licensure applied for. 
I believe Mr. Ferreira has a comment. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Ms. Simon. Mr. Ferreira? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – I need to recuse myself from the vote. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved to approve the applications. Mr. Clark seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
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Q. Application(s) for Removal Service 
 (1) Recommended for Approval with Conditions 

(a) Eternal Journey Funeral Services, LLC (Haines City) 
 
Ms. Simon – Is there a representative of this entity on the call today? Hearing no response. A new application for a removal 
service licensure was received on February 25, 2026. The application was incomplete when received. The Division received the 
required information to complete the application on April 15, 2026. A background check of the principals, Ms. Stephanie 
Mendez and Mr. Miguela Sarden, did not reveal any relevant criminal history. The Division recommends approval subject to 
the condition that the removal service pass an inspection by a member of the Divisions staff. 
 
Chair Peeples – Is there a representative of this entity on the call today? Hearing no response. 
 
Mr. Clark – Madam Chair? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, sir? 
 
Mr. Clark – I'm struggling a little bit with the name. I mean, it's a removal facility, but the applicant’s name could be 
confusing. It just feels like they're offering funeral services. So, I don't know what to do with that other than I'm not 
comfortable with the name. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Ms. Simon? 
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Ms. Simon – The applicant, having considered that this may be an issue for the Board, secured a fictitious name of Eternal 
Journey Mortuary Transport. I have the documentation that has been submitted to me that the fictitious name has already 
been secured, if that assists the Board in its decision.  
 
MOTION: Mr. Clark moved to approve the application with the alternate fictitious name and subject to the condition that the 
removal service pass an inspection by a member of the Division staff. Mr. Williams seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Simon? 
 
Ms. Simon – I was going to state that the applicant has already passed an on-site inspection. I apologize for not mentioning 
that earlier.   
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Clark, will you amend your motion? 
 
Mr. Clark – I make a motion to approve using the alternate fictitious name. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Williams, do you agree? 
 
Mr. Williams – Yes, ma'am. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Is there any discussion on the motion?  
 
Ms. Munson – I'd just like to clarify. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Munson? Yes, please. 
 
Ms. Munson – The motion that's being voted on is a condition that the applicant uses the fictitious name? 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Simon, do you want to address that? 
 
Ms. Munson – If I'm going to issue an order, I don't know what I’m going to write. 
 
Ms. Simon – I believe that there are no conditions. Yes, you're correct. I'm sorry. I apologize. Mr. Clark did say recognizing 
that there is a d/b/a, there was a motion for approval. Is that correct? Am I – 
 
Ms. Munson – That's not a condition. So that's why I said, what is the condition? 
 
Chair Peeples – The motion is for approval of the new fictitious name secured of Eternal Journey Mortuary Transport. Correct, 
Mr. Clark? 
 
Ms. Munson – So there's no condition? 
 
Chair Peeples – Correct. 
 
Ms. Munson – Okay, no order. 
 
Chair Peeples – Correct, Mr. Clark? 
 
Mr. Clark – Correct. As long as they use the other name, I'm good. 
 
Chair Peeples – Perfect. Any other discussion on the motion? 
 
Ms. Munson – No condition. 
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Chair Peeples – Hearing none. All in favor of the motion, say Yes. 
 
Board members [Unison] – Yes. 
 
Chair Peeples – All opposed, say No. Motion carries.  
 

(b) Heavenly Ride Mortuary Services, LLC (Fort Lauderdale) 
 
Ms. Simon – A new application for a removal facility licensure was received by the Division on April 2, 2026. The application 
was incomplete when received. The Division received the required information to complete the application on April 8, 2026. 
The background check of the principals, Mr. LC Clark and Ms. Yvette Clark, did not reveal any relevant criminal history. The 
entity was inspected on April 29, 2026, and passed. As a result, the Division recommends approval without conditions. And I 
believe there was a representative on the call. 
 
Mr. LC Clark – Yes, I am. Yes, ma'am.  
 
Chair Peeples – Is this Mr. Clark? 
 
Mr. LC Clark – Yes. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Are you here for questions only or would you like to address the Board? 
 
Mr. LC Clark – Questions only. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to approve the application. Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Clark. 
 
Mr. LC Clark – Thank you. 
 
 (2) Recommended for Denial (Criminal History) 

(a) Olani Removal Services LLC (Groveland) 
 
Ms. Simon – An application for removal service licensure based upon a change in location was received by the Division on 
January 15, 2026. The application was incomplete when received. The Division received the required information to complete 
the application on April 8, 2026. While principal Ms. Oslyn D. Layne did not reveal any relevant criminal history, principal 
Ms. Chanti Y. Smith revealed a relevant criminal history, to-wit on or about August 18, 2017, in the U.S. District Cout, Middle 
District of Florida, this principal was convicted of Conspiracy to Commit Theft of Government Property, was sentenced to be 
imprisoned for twelve (12) months and a day in the U.S. Bureau of Prisons, one (1) year of supervised release following the 
release from imprisonment, and payment of $167,316.00 in restitution. The Division recommends denial based upon criminal 
history of one (1) of the principals. Is there a representative of Olani Removal Services LLC on the call today? 
 
Ms. Oslyn Layne – Oslyn Layne on the call. 
 
Ms. Simon – Thank you, ma'am. 
 
Chair Peeples – Board members? Mr. Jensen? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes, question here on just clarification on Page 3, it says the application for approval and change of location of an 
existing removal service is checked. Was that an error? Because I noticed the original application is for a new removal service. 
Is this actually a location change, or what is this? 
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Ms. Layne – This is actually a location change. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ma'am, if you'll let us swear you in, please. Ms. Simon? 
 
Ms. Simon – Please raise your right hand to be sworn in. Do you swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 
 
Ms. Layne – I do. 
 
Ms. Simon – Please state your name and spell your last name for the record. 
 
Ms. Layne – My name is Oslyn Layne. Last name is spelled L-A-Y-N-E. 
 
Chair Peeples –Thank you, ma'am. If you would like to address the question Mr. Jensen had. 
 
Ms. Layne – I was just responding to his question advising it was a change of address. We moved, so. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Does that mean you currently have a license? 
 
Ms. Layne – Yes, sir, that is correct. 
 
Mr. Jensen – That's where I'm confused, Madam Chair. 
 
Chair Peeples – Do you have follow-up? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Maybe the Department can help me here in understanding why we're looking at an application for a new 
removal service when, in fact, they already have a license. 
 
Ms. Simon – When there is a change of location, a new application for licensure must be submitted when we're dealing with 
removal services licenses. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Okay. Does that mean that the person who has the criminal record, were they added or were they already 
licensed? 
 
Ms. Layne – The only reason why that person was actually added, was only added to the LLC for banking purposes, to make 
withdrawals or to just put money in deposits and withdrawals. So, when I went to open the bank account, they told me she 
would need to be added to the LLC. It had to be on there. That's the only reason she was added, not to apply for a license 
because I had already applied for a license and was granted the license. 
 
Chair Peeples – If I may, Mr. Jensen. Ms. Layne, when you are making a change to an entity, which is an LLC, and Ms. 
Munson, you may want to make a comment on this. That's why it's back and this person that has criminal history, correct, Ms. 
Munson? 
 
Ms. Munson – Would you repeat the question for me? All I hear is static. I will be honest with you on that. 
 
Chair Peeples – I'm sorry. Ms. Layne stated that she had to add Ms. Chianti Smith to the LLC for banking purposes when she 
went to open up a new account and Ms. Chianti Smith has criminal history. That's why this is coming before us. Even though 
she has a previously issued license, now it's coming before us because one of the principals or members of the LLC has 
criminal history. 
 
Ms. Munson – Yes, and the Department would probably have {inaudible}, but yes, that is the reason. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay. Thank you, ma'am. Ms. Simon, would you like to make a comment ma'am? 
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Ms. Simon – Yes. The only comment being that to summarize everything that's been said. This is an applicant. They needed to 
apply because of a change of location, and they did indeed add a principal to this business. And that principal has criminal 
history as referenced on the cover sheet. And that was why the Division recommended denial. Regardless of why the principal 
was added, the principal was added. That's why we recommend denial. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. I see Mr. Williams hand. And Ms. Wiener, are you representing this entity? 
 
Ms. Wiener – I'm not, but I just have a clarifying question because I think that's – 
 
Chair Peeples – I can't let you speak ma'am if you're not representing the entity. 
 
Ms. Wiener – Ask your Division then if an updated LLC has to be filed with the Division, because it does not. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes ma'am, I will get to that. Thank you, ma'am. I've got that on my list. Thank you. Mr. Williams?  
 
Mr. Williams – Thank you. Madam Chair, I was going to just make a motion to deny based off of the principal having a 
criminal background. That was it. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Mr. Williams. And Ms. Simon, kind of what the comment that had been made, do we have any 
paperwork with this applicant regarding the new LLC? 
 
Ms. Simon – I'm sorry, can you state that again, Madam Chair? 
 
Chair Peeples –Yes, ma'am. Do we have any paperwork showing the new LLC structure with the additional member? 
 
Ms. Simon – Only what I have provided to the Board. 
 
Mr. Williams – Another question I would have to the Division is they already have a license and Ms. Layne added someone 
who has criminal history. If she has an already existing license and if we deny this license here, she won't be able to – 
 
Ms. Lisa Coney – You're not denying a license. You're approving a move. 
 
Chair Peeples – Hey, Ms. Coney? Ms. Coney? 
 
Ms. Coney – Oh, I'm sorry. 
 
Chair Peeples – Please, ma'am. Thank you. Please, if you'll mute yourself, please. Thank you. Ms. Simon, my question is she 
has a current license as a removal service. She's asking for some changes which one of the LLC members has criminal history. 
So, if we deny this license, she will not be able to operate. Is that correct? 
 
Ms. Simon – Yes. And on her business list of principals, that's where this comes from. The business list of principals includes 
that name, which is why we're here today, which is why the Division has that recommendation. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. So, Ms. Munson or Ms. Simon, would it be maybe an option for Ms. Layne to withdraw this 
application and then if she sees fit to either remove this person, add another person, whatever she decides to do for her entity. 
Then if she needs to make any other change, she can. 
 
Ms. Munson – A withdrawal is always an option. I just wanted the Board to just have a better understanding. If they were 
considering a denial because the individual added to the LLC has criminal history of an existing license [audio cuts out] 
change of location. So, the basis for the denial would just have to be clearly stated for the record if withdrawal is not on the 
books because I would need to really understand for the order what it is that would be included as the basis for the denial 
regarding a change of location request. 
 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Williams? 
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Ms. Munson – Withdrawals are always on the table. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Mr. Williams? 
 
Mr. Williams – So, if I could clean this up some. Thank you for that, Ms. Munson. If the option as you stated is presented to 
this applicant as we did with the last case to either withdraw the added name of this case or withdraw the case in total because 
we did for the last case -- we did, I think we did something similar. 
 
Ms. Munson – You have the applicant here. So you have an opportunity to question Ms. Layne. I mean, if this is an issue for 
this Board, the fact that the person who was added to the LLC has criminal history, I don't know if they're any other otherwise 
related to this particular entity as far as operationally, but you have opportunity to question her regarding anything you may 
need to question her about how this is going to impact the operation of this. So again, she's here. You can ask her a question. 
 
Chair Peeples – So, Mr. Williams, would you like to present a question to Ms. Layne? 
 
Mr. Williams – Ms. Layne, as it was just presented, would Ms. Smith have any involvement with the operational piece of the 
company? I know you said for banking purposes, but would there be another operational impact? 
 
Ms. Layne – So it was for banking and assisting because she's also listed on the LLC as the registered agent. So, it was just for 
assisting, not the operational side of it. 
 
Mr. Williams – Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
 
Chair Peeples – So, Mr. Williams, I don't think that answered my question because she said she's involved with banking and 
other items. 
 
Mr. Williams – Right. 
 
Chair Peeples – So we didn't get a great clarification of that. So, if this person is involved with the daily operation or any kind 
of decisions for the company, that's where I have a concern. Ms. Layne, would you like to address that? 
 
Ms. Layne – Sure, I can address it. So again, going back to my original statement, the only reason that she was added was for 
banking purposes. Had I known all of this in the beginning, I wouldn't have even added it. You know, I would have just dealt 
with the banking part of it myself, as I already do. However, I'm new to this. I didn't know that all of this would happen just 
by adding a name. I guess maybe I should have been more thorough in my research. So, I guess while I have the floor, am I 
able to just withdraw this application and try to resubmit, do it differently, do it better? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am. You do have that option available to you today. 
 
Ms. Layne – Okay. 
 
Chair Peeples – Because as Board members, what we have had presented to us and the Division is recommending a denial 
based on the criminal history presented with the LLC member Ms. Smith. If we go forward and we take a vote and we deny it, 
you will not be able to operate as a removal service business. And I don't know if that's the way the Board will go. I'm just 
giving you kind of availability, kind of what could happen. So, what would be your request to us? 
 
Ms. Layne – My request would be to go ahead and just withdraw this application. It was only for a change of address and be 
able to resubmit it at a later date. 
 
Chair Peeples – That's good with us. Mr. Jensen, did you have a question or comment? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes, rather than go through all that, I mean, can't we just table this issue and give her a chance to change that one 
piece of paper on the principals and call it a change in location? Rather than having her resubmit and so forth. 
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Chair Peeples – Ms. Simon? 
 
Ms. Simon – We can do that. We can table it. But what I request is a waiver of the deemer provision under Chapter 120 to 
make sure that she waived the time period necessary to have this heard by the Board. That is what I would ask for and that 
would be a great reason to table it. Just for her to see if she could take this added individual off the list of business principals. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Layne, did you receive that comment from Ms. Simon at the Division Office? 
 
Ms. Layne – It was a bit choppy. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay. May I restate what Ms. Simon at the Division office suggested. Instead of withdrawal, what we could 
do is we could table this. That would give you an opportunity to remove Ms. Smith or whatever decision you make about 
your LLC and then present new information to us so that we could complete the change of address request. 
 
Ms. Layne – Yes, ma'am. I can certainly do that. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay, would you prefer to do that versus withdrawal? 
 
Ms. Layne – Yes, ma'am. I would prefer to do that, to just table it and I can go ahead and get the necessary documents taken 
care of and then revisit this. Yes, ma'am. 
 
Chair Peeples – Perfect. Perfect. We'll let the record reflect that Ms. Layne has requested to be tabled, Ms. Simon? 
 
Ms. Simon – I would simply, along with that, I would request – 
 
Chair Peeples – I'm sorry. I didn't do anything about the request of the Deemer Clause. I'm sorry. Ms. Layne, the comment that 
Ms. Simon has made is we have a certain number of days before we have to handle a particular application. And will you 
waive that time frame? It's called a Deemer Clause. Would you waive that so that you can complete your paperwork then the 
Division office can complete this to bring it back before the Board. 
 
Ms. Layne – Do we all know what that time frame is, so I'll be able to submit the paperwork? 
 
Chair Peeples – That would be an item you would need to just discuss with the Division office after the meeting. You have a 
certain number of days that paperwork has to be into the Division office for it to be considered for the next meeting. Our next 
meeting is going to be toward the end of June. So, you have more time instead of just an earlier part of the month like we 
normally do. So, the Deemer Clause is just something you would have to give us your verbal approval that you waive that or 
else we've got to go back to the withdrawal aspect. 
 
Ms. Layne – Yes, ma'am. Understood. So yes, I approve waiving that. Yes, ma'am. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay. Thank you. So, Ms. Simon, Ms. Munson, is that what's needed so that she's asked for it to be tabled and 
she waives the Deemer Clause? 
 
Ms. Simon – Yes. And I believe a vote is needed on tabling this matter. Is that needed, Ms. Munson? I'm not sure. 
 
Ms. Munson – She waived the Deemer Clause. No, it doesn't. 
 
Ms. Simon – Right. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. 
 
Ms. Simon – Madam Chair, can we take another five-minute break? 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am. We sure can. Thank you, Ms. Layne. We are tabled with your item, okay? 
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Ms. Layne – Okay. So, I'll get an email? 
 
Chair Peeples – You can be in contact with the Division office or they may be in contact with you. I would suggest you be in 
contact with them after the meeting. 
 
Ms. Layne – Okay. Yes, ma'am. Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am. Thank you. We're going to take a five-minute break. Thanks. 
 

******************************************BREAK****************************************** 
 
Chair Peeples – This is Jill Peeples, Chair of the Board of Funeral, Cemetery, Consumer Services. It's 1:11. Ms. Simon, are you 
ready to continue with the agenda? 
 
Ms. Simon – Yes. Thank you, ma'am.  
 
R. Collective Coversheet 
 (1)  Recommended for Approval without Conditions 

(a) Gloria Rizzo Revocable Trust 
• Cinerator Facility  
• Direct Disposal Establishment 
• Funeral Establishment License 

 
Ms. Simon – The applicant submitted the following: two (2) applications for funeral establishment licensure, one (1) 
application for cinerator facility licensure, and one (1) application for direct disposal establishment licensure, all based upon a 
change of ownership. If approved, all four applicants will continue operating out of the same locations, as reflected below: 

a) Gloria Rizzo Revocable Trust d/b/a Premier Funeral Services and Cremations/ Funeral Establishment: 3889 Powerline 
Road, Oakland Park, FL. 33460 

b) Gloria Rizzo Revocable Trust d/b/a Premier Funeral Services and Cremations / Funeral Establishment: 730 North Dixie 
Highway, Lake Worth, Oakland Park, Fl. 33309 

c) Gloria Rizzo Revocable Trust d/b/a Treasure Coast Crematory I Cinerator Facility: 730 North Dixie Highway, Lake Worth, 
FL. 33460 

d) Gloria Rizzo Revocable Trust d/b/a American Cremations/ Direct Disposal Establishment: 1000 West McNab Road, Ste. 
152, Pompano Beach, Fl. 33069 

 
All four (4) applications were received by the Division on March 11, 2026, and were considered complete the day of receipt. As 
for the funeral establishments, the FDIC at the Lake Worth location will be John R. Knapik (license number F042615) and the 
FDIC at the Oakland Park location will be Stephen Legge (license number F044131). The FDIC at the cinerator facility will be 
John Knapik, and the FDIC at the direct disposal establishment will be Kenneth Dunn (license number F042055). A 
background check of the principals Michael Rizzo, Eric Rizzo, and Elenor C. Culberson, did not reveal any relevant criminal 
history. As of April 7, 2026, all four (4) locations have passed inspection. The Division recommends approval without 
conditions. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. And who is representing the Gloria Rizzo Revocable Trust? 
 
Mr. Bruce Lamb – Bruce Lamb with Gunster Yoakley. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Thank you, sir. 
 
Ms. Wiener – We submitted the applications, Chair Peeples. My office did. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay. So, you all are working together? Thank you, Ms. Wiener. I appreciate that. Mr. Lamb or Ms. Wiener, 
would you like to address the Board, or are you here for questions only? 
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Ms. Wiener – Questions only. 
 
Mr. Lamb – Questions only. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay, thank you. Board members, what is your pleasure? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to approve the applications. Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Ms. Wiener and Mr. Lamb. 
 
Mr. Lamb – Thank you. 
 
S. Contract(s) or Other Related Form(s) 
 (1)  Recommended for Approval without Conditions 

(a) Preneed Sales Agreement 
1. Pensacola Memorial Gardens and Funeral Home Inc (F019224) (Pensacola) 

 
Ms. Simon – In accordance with ss. 497.458, Florida Statutes, PMGFH has submitted the attached revised trust agreement for 
approval. This restated trust agreement is for the trusting of preneed funds to be utilized by PMGFH. The Division 
recommends approval without conditions. 
 
Chair Peeples – And representing Pensacola Memorial Gardens and Funeral Home Inc., Ms. Wiener? 
 
Ms. Wiener – Yes, only here for questions on this. We were a little confused. We submitted a care and maintenance trust 
agreement for approval well prior to submitting this one and haven't seen that on an agenda. So hopefully, the Division will 
follow up on that and get that one on the next agenda. Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – And Ms. Wiener, that's for a care and maintenance trust fund agreement? 
 
Ms. Wiener – Yes, ma'am. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay, perfect. 
 
Ms. Wiener – And that one we submitted a few weeks before this one, so we were a little surprised to see this one get on, but 
not the other one. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you for the update. We'll keep an eye on it for you. 
 
Ms. Wiener – Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – You’re welcome. Board members, what is your pleasure? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to approve the preneed sales agreement. Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed 
unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, ma’am. 
 
Ms. Wiener – Thank you. 
 
 (2)  Recommended for Approval with Conditions 

(a) Preneed Sales Agreement 
1. StoneMor Florida Subsidiary LLC (F058284 and F050433) (Altamonte Springs) 
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Ms. Simon – StoneMor submits a revised preneed sales agreement for approval: Retail Installment Contract for Cemetery 
Interment Rights, Merchandise and Services Agreement. If approved, this agreement will be used for the sale of preneed by 
Licensee’s preneed branch locations. The Division recommends approval subject to the condition that two (2) full-size, print-
ready copies of the revised preneed sales agreement are received by the Department within sixty (60) days of this Board 
meeting. 
 
Chair Peeples – And Ms. Wiener, you're representing the entity? 
 
Ms. Wiener – Yes, ma'am, and I'm here for questions only. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to approve the preneed sales agreement subject to the condition that two (2) full-size, print-
ready copies of the revised preneed sales agreement are received by the Department within sixty (60) of this Board meeting. 
Mr. Jensen seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, ma’am. 
 

(b) Request(s) for Transfer of Trust 
1. Cedar Bay Enterprises LLC d/b/a Cedar Bay Funeral Home (F038700) (Jacksonville) 

 
Ms. Simon – Cedar Bay seeks approval of the proposed trust asset transfers as more specifically set forth in correspondence 
from Justin Wilson, representative, dated March 26, 2026. Cedar Bay seeks approval of the transfer of the following trusts: the 
FSI 1993 Trust Agreement and the First Florida Trust Agreement (dated November 7, 2024) (70/30 trust) to the First Amended 
and Restated Agreement and Declaration of Trust of Independent Funeral Directors of Florida, Inc Master Trust Fund 
Agreement; and from the First Florida Trust Agreement (dated November 7, 2024) (90/10 trust) to the First Amended and 
Restated Agreement and Declaration of Trust of Independent Funeral Directors of Florida, Inc Master Trust Fund A all under 
Argent Trust Company (Argent). If approved, Argent will continue to be the trustee, all as more specifically set out in attached 
correspondence from Mr. Wilson. The Division recommends approval of the proposed trust transfers as identified above. 
subject to the conditions set forth below: 

1) That the representations of Cedar Bay as set forth in the representative's correspondence dated March 26, 2026, be 
deemed material to the Board's decisions herein. 

2) That within ninety (90) days of this Board Meeting Argent provides the FCCS Division (ATTN: LaShonda Morris), the 
effective date of the transfer and certifications include the following: 
 A letter signed and dated by one of its officers, certifying that it meets one or more of the applicable criteria in s. 

497.266(1), and s. 497.458(1(b), to act as trustee of the trust to be transferred pursuant to the representative’s 
correspondence, dated March 26, 2026. 

 A letter signed and dated by one of its officers, certifying the dollar amount of trust assets being transferred to the trust 
as identified in the representative’s attached correspondence, dated March 26, 2026. 

 Acknowledgement of receipt of the amount of trust assets being transferred as specified under the former trust, as 
identified in the representative’s attached correspondence, dated March 26, 2026. 

3) That the Board's executive director, for good cause shown, may extend the compliance time frame for the above specified 
conditions, an additional ninety (90) days. 

 
Chair Peeples – Mr. Ferreira? 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Yes, ma'am. I'd like to recuse myself on S(2)(b)1, S(2)(b)2, S(2)(b)3. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, sir. And is there anyone else representing Cedar Bay Enterprises, LLC, or Ferreira Enterprises 
LLC? I see Ms. Holmes is on the call. Are you representing the Independent Funeral Directors of Florida Master Trust? 
 
Ms. Holmes – I'm representing Argent Trust Company. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay. 
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Ms. Holmes – Questions only. 
 
Chair Peeples – Okay. Thank you. Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved to approve the trust transfer request subject to the conditions recommended by the Division. 
Mr. Chapman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 

 
 

2. Ferreira Enterprises LLC and Beaches Memorial Services LLC d/b/a Beaches Memorial Park (F019201 
and F092357) (Jacksonville) 

 
Ms. Simon – Beaches seeks approval of the transfer of the following trusts: from the FSI 1993 Trust Agreement (dated 
November 7, 2024) (70/30 trust) to the First Amended and Restated Agreement and Declaration of Trust of Independent 
Funeral Directors of Florida, Inc Master Trust Fund Agreement (dated February 1, 2019) (70/30 trust); and the First Florida 
Trust Agreement (dated November 7, 2024) (90/10 trust) to the First Amended and Restated Agreement and Declaration of 
Trust of Independent Funeral Directors of Florida, Inc Master Trust Fund A (dated February 1, 2019) (90/10 trust); and the FSI 
Master Care & Maintenance Trust Agreement (dated November 7, 2024) to the First Amended and Restated Agreement and 
Declaration of Trust of Independent Funeral Directors of Florida, Inc Master Care and Maintenance Trust Fund; all under 
Argent Trust Company (Argent). If approved, Argent will continue to be the trustee, all as more specifically set out in attached 
correspondence from Mr. Wilson (attached). 
The Division recommends approval of the proposed trust transfers as identified above. subject to the conditions set forth 
below: 

1) That the representations of Beaches as set forth in the representative's correspondence dated March 26, 2026, be deemed 
material to the Board's decisions herein. 

2) That within ninety (90) days of this Board Meeting Argent provides the FCCS Division (ATTN: LaShonda Morris), the 
effective date of the transfer and certifications include the following: 
 A letter signed and dated by one of its officers, certifying that it meets one or more of the applicable criteria in s. 

497.266(1), and s. 497.458(1(b), to act as trustee of the trust to be transferred pursuant to the representative’s 
correspondence, dated March 26, 2026. 

 A letter signed and dated by one of its officers, certifying the dollar amount of trust assets being transferred to the trust 
as identified in the representative’s attached correspondence, dated March 26, 2026. 
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 Acknowledgement of receipt of the amount of trust assets being transferred as specified under the former trust, as 
identified in the representative’s attached correspondence, dated March 26, 2026. 

3) That the Board's executive director, for good cause shown, may extend the compliance time frame for the above specified 
conditions, an additional ninety (90) days. 

 
Chair Peeples – What is the Board members' pleasure? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Chapman moved to approve the trust transfer request subject to the conditions recommended by the Division. 
Mr. Quinn seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 

 
 

3. Ferreira Enterprises LLC d/b/a Ferreira Funeral Services (F019201) (Macclenny) 
 
Ms. Simon – Ferreira Enterprises LLC (Ferreira) seeks approval of the proposed trust asset transfers as more specifically set 
forth in correspondence from Justin Wilson, representative, dated March 26, 2026. Ferreira seeks approval of the transfer of the 
following trusts: from the FSI 1993 Trust Agreement (dated November 7, 2024) (70/30 trust) and Preneed Funeral Trust 
Agreement (STP 497) (dated January 31, 1994) (70/30 trust) to the First Amended and Restated Agreement and Declaration of 
Trust of Independent Funeral Directors of Florida, Inc Master Trust Fund Agreement (dated February 1, 2019) (70/30 trust); 
and the First Florida Trust Agreement (dated November 7, 2024) (90/10 trust) and First Amendment to the Security Trust 
Master Fund Agreement (STP 639) (dated January 11, 1988) (90/10 trust) to the First Amended and Restated Agreement and 
Declaration of Trust of Independent Funeral Directors of Florida, Inc Master Trust Fund A (dated February 1, 2019) (90/10 
trust); all under Argent Trust Company (Argent). If approved, Argent will continue to be the trustee, all as more specifically 
set out in attached correspondence from Mr. Wilson. The Division recommends approval of the proposed trust transfers as 
identified above. subject to the conditions set forth below: 

1) That the representations of Ferreira as set forth in the representative's correspondence dated March 26, 2026, be deemed 
material to the Board's decisions herein. 

2) That within ninety (90) days of this Board Meeting Argent provides the FCCS Division (ATTN: LaShonda Morris), the 
effective date of the transfer and certifications include the following: 
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 A letter signed and dated by one of its officers, certifying that it meets one or more of the applicable criteria in s. 
497.266(1), and s. 497.458(1(b), to act as trustee of the trust to be transferred pursuant to the representative’s 
correspondence, dated March 26, 2026. 

 A letter signed and dated by one of its officers, certifying the dollar amount of trust assets being transferred to the trust 
as identified in the representative’s attached correspondence, dated March 26, 2026. 

 Acknowledgement of receipt of the amount of trust assets being transferred as specified under the former trust, as 
identified in the representative’s attached correspondence, dated March 26, 2026. 

3) That the Board's executive director, for good cause shown, may extend the compliance time frame for the above specified 
conditions, an additional ninety (90) days. 

 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved to approve the trust transfer request subject to the conditions recommended by the Division. 
Mr. Williams seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 

 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Schwantes? 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Yes, ma'am. Thank you. We have some very bad weather here and I've just been advised that there is a 
tornado warning that may be hitting us within the next few minutes. So, if we are interrupted, you'll understand why. I just 
wanted to give you that knowledge. 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, ma'am. Be safe. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Thank you. 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Simon? 
 
T. Related Items  
 (1)  Recommended for Approval with Conditions 
 (a)  Monument Establishment Builder  

1. Venice Tops, LLC d/b/a Venice Engraving Solutions (Venice) 
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Ms. Simon – Is there a representative of this entity on the call today? Hearing no response. A new application for a monument 
establishment builders’ licensure was received on March 17, 2026. The application was incomplete when received. The 
Division received the required information to complete the application on April 2, 2026. A background check of the principal, 
Mr. Guilherme C. Darocha, did not reveal any relevant criminal history and the entity was inspected on April 30th and passed. 
Therefore, the Division recommends approval without conditions. 
 
Chair Peeples – Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Jensen moved to approve the application. Mr. Ferreira seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
 (b)  Monument Sales Agreement  

1. Venice Tops, LLC d/b/a Venice Engraving Solutions (Venice) 
 
Ms. Simon – The Division recommends approval with the condition that two (2) full-size print-ready copies are received by 
the Department within sixty (60) days of this Board meeting. This is the Monument Establishment Sales Agreement form and 
is there a representative of this entity on the call? Hearing no response. 
 
Chair Peeples – Board members? 
 
MOTION: Mr. Ferreira moved to approve the preneed sales agreement subject to the condition that two (2) full-size, print-
ready copies of the revised preneed sales agreement are received by the Department within sixty (60) days of this Board 
meeting. Mr. Clark seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
U. Executive Director’s Report 

(1) Operational Report (Verbal) 
 
Ms. Simon – At this point, I'll turn the meeting over to Mary Schwantes, our Executive Director. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Good afternoon. As I indicated, it is very bad weather here, so I'm going to try to get through this. If for some 
reason we're cut off, this warning goes until 1:45 and I would just ask Chair Peeples that we break until, say, 1:50 if for any 
reason we get cut off, then we'll know better. 
 
Chair Peeples – Yes, ma'am. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – And thank you for that. I have a few things to bring up today, including financial statements. The first matter 
has to do with legislative update. I think everybody knows that there's a special session that has been called for legislation to 
meet again beginning on May 12th.  And the purpose for that would be to discuss budget for the FY '26-'27, which starts, as 
you all know, on July 1st. As far as the bills that were presented and passed last session, there are some that have not yet been 
presented to or approved by the Governor, and some that have been approved by the Governor.  
 
Basically, of the few that we are still tracking, the Reviser's Bill and the Public Exemptions Bill that make minor changes to 497 
have been approved by the Governor. Although it does not affect 497, we've been tracking the Historic Cemeteries Program, 
which is HB425. This was presented to the Governor yesterday and he must act by May 21st to approve it.  
 
The two (2) bills that are of particular interest to the industry, I believe at this point, because they have the most impact on 
Chapter 497, are SB598, that was the Associations Bill, that was approved by the Governor on April 23rd. The Department's 
Agency Bill, which is SB1452, has not yet been presented to the Governor for his review and approval. So hopefully that will 
happen in the near future. If there are no questions about legislation, I'm going to move on. 
 

(2) FCCS Financial Statements (Informational) 
 
Ms. Schwantes – The financial statements are presented each year. These show the actual financial numbers for FY24-25. You 
all remember that that's how we call it, FY 2024 to 2025. Sometimes we will refer to it as FY24-25, just to make sure we're clear. 
But if anybody has any questions as I go along, let me know. Anyway, they show the actual financial numbers for FY24-25 
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with projections for FY25-26 and beyond. They were sent out with the Board packets in advance of this meeting. These are 
presented for informational purposes only. No Board action is required. As in prior years, I'm going to explain each as briefly 
as possible and then take questions from Board members. If there are any questions to which I cannot respond at this time, I'll 
get an answer and provide a response at the next Board meeting, which is towards the end of June. 
 
The format used for the statements is the same as that presented over the last nine (9) years. As always, the format and the 
numbers presented are the result of many hours of work between Division and Department budget staff, translating 
legislative or budget information and general ledger codes into a more understandable form for our purposes. The reports are 
submitted to meet statutory requirements, specifically in 497.103(2)(n), which provides that the Department has the authority 
to develop and submit to the Legislature our budgets. And also 497.140(1)(b), which deals with fees. It specifically says that 
the Department: 

shall at least every other year provide the board with estimates as to projected costs in implementing this chapter and projected 
fee collections under this chapter for the following 2 years, information as to balances of regulatory trusts from fees collected, 
other information that the department deems material to the setting of fees by the board at proper levels, and a department 
recommendation as to action, if any, regarding changing fee levels. 

 
As I indicated, we have been presenting statements on an annual basis for the past nine (9) years. As a reminder, our FY is July 
1st to June 30th, and we are now in FY25-26. It's also referred to, as I said, FY 2025-26. As it relates to all of the statements, 
there's a typo with apologies in the footer that was not caught. These statements were prepared in March of 2026, not March of 
2025.  
 
Reviewing the documents in the order presented in the Board packet, we're going to look at income first. We are looking at the 
Regulatory Trust Fund balance sheet.  
 

 
 
This shows actual information for FYs 2018-'19 through 2024-2025 with projected information for FY25-26. The main points on 
this, the primary purpose of this balance sheet is to provide detail on the income/revenues and show the impact on the overall 
ending balance and the Regulatory Trust Fund. Remember that the Regulatory Trust Fund is what is used to fund our 
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operations. Detail regarding the expenditures is shown on the budget document. You'll note that the ending balance as shown 
on this document continues to swing up and down each year and as pointed out in prior years, this is in part a result of the 
swing in licensing fee income because some licenses, as you know, only renew every other year, so the income reflects this 
swing. Additionally, you may note that licensing income in general has increased over the years, the result of an increased 
number of licenses. The projected end-of-year balance for FY25-26, which means as of June 30, 2026, is about $5.3 million. And 
let's look at a few specific revenues just because these issues came up in the past and I think there's usually questions about 
these.  
 
The preneed fees, which are the very top item, have been fairly consistent over the years, generally exceeding $650,000 per 
year over the time period shown. If it's averaged over the seven-year period that's shown that shows the actual revenue, the 
fees would average about $717,000 per year. And remember, the preneed fees shown here represent a payment into the 
Regulatory Trust Fund of $6 per preneed contract sold during the year. So that comes out to an average of approximately 
120,000 preneed contracts sold each year over the seven-year period. Other fees and licensing fees swing back and forth 
between the years, as previously explained. And after the slump that's shown around the COVID years of 2020 and 2021, 
interest earnings, thank goodness, increased again, surpassing those of the years prior to COVID, which has considerably 
helped our future forecasts, and I cannot stress that enough. Interest earnings are projected to be about $265,000 for FY25-26. 
As before, we've tried to provide a general description of items in areas where we use a term which may not be a common 
term. For example, state refunds in the non-operating category of expenditures are refunds to licensees on overpayments, et 
cetera. There's also a footnote which may address commonly asked questions as to the revenues and expenditures. But before 
we go on to another page, are there any questions about this one?   
 
Mr. Jensen – Ms. Schwantes? I apologize. I was trying to speak; I was muted there. But I do have a question under 
expenditures on the adjustments. The very bottom column. It seems your projected and your actual from '24-'25 was $31,000, 
your projection for the next year is $16,000. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – And that is definitely going to be one of the questions that I can't answer because I do not make the 
accounting adjustments. They're done by our Accounting Department from year-to-year, and I honestly do not know how 
those are done. It's just a reconciliation of the different accounts. But I can try to find out more information for you and bring it 
back to the next meeting if you'd like. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Well, it just seems to be a big amount, so I was just wondering how that kind of mistake was made or wasn't 
made or just what that involves. So, thank you. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – And honestly, I don't know that it's so much of a mistake as waiting for all of the different issues that go 
through to make it through the books and get reconciled. I don't have an answer for you on that, but I can check and find out. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Thank you. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Okay, moving on to the Preneed Funeral Contract Consumer Protection Trust Fund. 
 

 



52 
 

This shows the historical information on the CPTF from July 1st of 2011 through June 30, 2025. For purposes of our review, as 
we did in the prior sheet, I'm only going to look back at the averages for the last seven (7) years, so that at least it's comparing 
apples to apples. This statement only contains actual historical information. There are no projections on this. The total ending 
balance for FY24-25 was about $10 million, which is higher than the prior year by about $357,000. And please note, again I 
want to emphasize this, that much of that increase is due to significant interest earnings income increases. As far as the 
revenues go, the preneed fees, which are $1 per contract, remain fairly consistent over the years. After reaching a high in 
recent years of $148,000, or thereabouts in FY21-22, the preneed fees return to the more usually seen amount between $100,000 
and $120,000. Again, looking at the last seven (7) years of historical numbers, preneed contracts sold each year average about 
120,000. For many years, the primary source of revenue came from interest earnings. Although the earnings have varied over 
the years, these annual earnings have averaged approximately $224,000 over the past seven (7) years. So that is taking into 
account the slump, which is bringing that up some, but obviously you can see that within the last two (2) years in particular, 
there's been a significant increase in interest earnings.  
 
As far as the expenditures go, the claim payments, since 2018-'19, claim payments have averaged approximately $174,000 per 
year. So that's looking at the last seven (7) years again. Last year's claim payments totaled around $138,000, which was a 
decrease of approximately $52,000 from the prior year, and footnotes on the bottom of the page show the failures or closings 
or revocations, which impacted the claims payments in those years. The bottom line is that the income coming in historically is 
sufficient to pay the claims, particularly when it is combined with interest income, and because of that, the fund continues to 
grow. Could I have one minute, please? We have received a tornado warning notice, and I just wanted to make sure that we're 
not required to move to a different location. Okay. Any questions about this sheet?  
 
Moving on, the next statement is for our budget, and it shows the budget for FYs, FY22-23, '23-'24, '24-'25, and projected 
numbers for '25-'26.  
 

 
 
This one gets very small on the pages, and I appreciate very much that you are able to expand it on your computers. Our main 
points on this, this statement provides the detail on the operating and the non-operating aspects of our Division’s budget since 
July 1, 2022. Again, we're currently in FY25-26. Actual information is provided for the last three (3) FYs through FY '24-25, 
with projected information for FY25-26, but also providing actual information on our expenditures through March 31, 2026. 
Remember, the operating budget is the only portion of the budget for which this Division has any control. The non-operating 
budget primarily involves cost allocations to our Division for support that's provided by the Department, for example, 
Information Technology, Legal, and Administration. The Division has no control or say in how such items are allocated. That's 
performed on an agency basis as approved by the CFO.  
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The process on this, I know you all know this, we submit our proposed budget to our agency budget office during the summer 
of the year before it would go into effect. So last summer, for example, we presented the information for the budget for FY26-
27, which begins July 1st, and that is the budget that will be reviewed during a special legislative session this month. Each year, 
the Legislature approves our operating budget in the General Appropriation Act, and during the year, that amount may be 
adjusted by combined efforts of our budget office and legislative staff or committees. For example, you'll see that the adjusted 
appropriation amount for the operating budget for FY24-25 was approximately $3 million, give or take. Looking at FY24-25 in 
the operating category, the adjusted appropriation was about $3 million. The actual expenditures were $2.4 million, and as 
with prior years, this difference between the adjusted and the actual expenditures is to a good deal, a result of vacancies on 
our staff. The balance shows that we come in under budget every year. In '24-'25, we came under budget by approximately 
$574,000, again, mostly a result of vacancies. In the non-operating category, the appropriation was $1.36 million. The actual 
expenditures increased over prior years, coming in at $1.19 million. Again, we have no control over the non-operating 
category, and the balance was still under budget, but only by about $176,000. The bottom line on both operating and non-
operating budgets is that we come in under budget, and an example there for '24-'25 is that we came in under budget by 
$750,000. We've run on an average of three (3) to five (5) vacancies every year for the past several years. So that is a good part 
of the reason why we're coming in under budget.  
 
If you look at the projected and the actual expenditures for FY25-26, we still anticipate coming in under budget at the end of 
the year by a total of about $317,000. And looking ahead to the budget for '26-'27, which is not shown on the sheet, again, that's 
going to be reviewed by Legislature at special session, we can expect expense increases in our operating category for salary 
because we have two (2) additional FTE positions that were authorized as of last July, which are going to be reflected in that 
FY26-27 budget, and we're still working to fill positions. We currently have four (4) vacancies, three (3) FTE and one (1) OPS 
position, on our different teams, and another FTE vacancy is expected in July. If the budget is signed by the Governor, there's 
also potential across-the-Board increases for state employees that would be reflected in the statements the next time you see 
these budgets. Also travel expenses are expected to increase primarily as a result of inflation and gas price increases, and we 
have expenses for Board counsel. That is primarily the result of all of the required rulemaking reviews and requirements and 
additional meetings that Ms. Munson is involved in. So, there will be increase shown in the expenses going forward. Do we 
have any questions about this? Thank you all for your attention. Mr. Williams, you have a question? 
 
Mr. Williams – Yes, just one question. Thank you so much for your report, Executive Director Schwantes. Are you in a 
position, like, you will not lose anything if you don't fill it, you know, sometimes government is like, well, we see we haven't 
filled the position, you're going to lose it. So, you won't be in that kind of situation, would you? 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Thank you for asking. Every year we have to justify the reason why we still have vacancies. Sometimes it's a 
result of movement, and as an example I can give you, we had an inspector position that was located here in Tallahassee. It 
was one of the newer positions. After several attempts at advertising, we could not fill it. It was deemed that it might be more 
appropriate to try to fill it in Orlando if we put it in our Orlando office. Our Orlando staff have moved to a larger office, so 
they have availability for that. So, we relocated that position to Orlando. And sometimes that happens, but every time that 
kind of thing happens, we have to justify it before the Legislature because you are correct. If you do not fill a position within a 
certain time frame, you are potentially going to lose that position. We're very lucky that our Department, the CFO and others 
in the front office, as well as the accounting office and the budget office fight for us and that they know we are already the 
smallest team within the Department and also probably the one that has the least amount of money. I can't say that for sure, 
but that's my strong guess on that. We do have a lot of support from the front office in trying to maintain positions, to keep 
them open, but we do have a problem getting them filled. It's a combination of salary, what we're able to offer, and also 
frankly what we do. Similar to the industry having issues in trying to find people who are interested, so do we. 
 
Mr. Williams – Thank you. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Does that answer your question? 
 
Mr. Williams – Yes, ma'am. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – You’re welcome. Any other questions about this? There's one more page. Yes, sir. Mr. Ferreira? 
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Mr. Ferreira – Yes. Oh, is there one more page? I wanted to go back to the first page and just ask a little quick question, but I 
can do that later. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – That's okay. Are we done with this one? I'll flip back. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Okay. Yes, ma'am. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Okay. I'm flipping back. You're talking about the Regulatory Trust Fund balance sheet. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Right. And that's your business. That's your personal budget. I mean, as far as – 
 
Ms. Schwantes – I wish it was. It's not. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – The Department. The Department. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – It is the operating fund for this Division… 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Yes. Yes. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – And others, which usually is our portion of that trust fund. That is like our savings account. That's the easiest 
way I can explain it. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Yes. Yes. So, one of the things I noticed here is that your total expenditures for '24-'25 was $3.6 million, and 
you're projected here in '25-'26 to have about $4.4, which is about $823,000 difference. So, it looks like you're planning on 
having that much more expense than you had last year, this year. Does that sound right? 
 
Ms. Schwantes – I understand, I think, what you're asking and as a reminder, we budget conservatively in that we do not ever 
want to exceed budget. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Right. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – We want to make sure we're coming under all the time. So in between '24-'25 and the projected for '25-'26, the 
Legislature approved two (2) new positions for us, raising us to twenty-seven (27) FTE positions. And then we also are 
allowed to hire two (2) OPS individuals. So that's part of that. You will also see, and this is not in our control, a significant 
increase in the non-operating category. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – I saw it, yes. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – That is not within our control. It’s within the Department’s, but not our Division. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – So the revenue is in your control? 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Well, the revenue – 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Kind of sort of. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Yes and no, I guess. I mean, honestly, most of the revenue is dependent on the number of licenses sold, the 
number of preneed contracts sold, and what the interest earnings are. Now, we do not, we, this Division, do not control the 
investments for this savings account. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Right. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – That is done by the Department. 
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Mr. Ferreira – Okay. And one other question. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – There's very little of the revenue that is within the control of the Division when you look at it. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – What do you think it costs per year per investigator? Now, we're talking, you don't have to break it down, but 
I'm thinking salary, expenses, you know, all the hotel for one. What do you think it runs roughly? 
 
Ms. Schwantes – I do not have that broken down like that. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Okay. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – On the budget sheet, it is broken down into salary and benefits for all of us. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Right. I just wasn't – 
 
Ms. Schwantes – But I don't have it broken down by person and, you know, to do that would give you an average number, but 
it wouldn't give you -- it probably is not the best way of looking at it because as with any corporations, there are ranges in 
salaries for the different position. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Right. Well, when you said that the budget for expenditures projected for '25-26, and there's like, like I said, 
there's $823,000 difference. And you said that you made room for two (2) RPOs. Is that right? ROS? 
 
Ms. Schwantes – A full-time employee, FTE. 
 
Mr. Ferreira –A full-time employee. Okay. And I just know it's not near that for two (2) people.  
 
Ms. Schwantes – No. Like I said, a lot of that is you have salary plus benefits. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Yes. Okay. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – And then you also have -- I was just looking at the big-ticket items on that. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Yes. Okay. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – There is big ticket item there and the non-operating expenses. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Okay. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – And then what the actual amount comes in at will come in significantly under budget. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – You're right. I see. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – I don't want to say it always does because you almost don't want to put a statement like that out there, but 
we do pride ourselves that we're able, not just this Division, but the entire Department in coming in under budget. And that is 
why we budget conservatively. Sometimes there are things beyond our control, but even this year, I'm sorry, Ms. Munson, I'm 
going to bring up the Attorney General contract as an example, because we know Ms. Munson's fees will have increased this 
year because of her time spent and yet we don't know what that end result is going to be. We still do not expect, thank 
goodness, for it to come in anything but under budget. 
 
Mr. Ferreira – Right. Thank you. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Yes, sir, Mr. Jensen? Are we moving to a different one? 
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Mr. Jensen – No, no, this is a kind of along the same lines, but it doesn't have to do with numbers. This is more out of curiosity, 
like on the investigator part, is it a CFO rule or a Department rule that the investigators have to be based out of Orlando or 
Tallahassee? 
 
Ms. Schwantes – It's not a CFO rule. It's not necessarily a Department rule. However, we only have four (4) locations in which 
these individuals can be located, and that depends on how much room is available in each of those locations as well. We have 
offices in Fort Lauderdale, Orlando, Tampa, and Tallahassee, and the people within those offices who do travel are expected 
to travel the entire state as needed. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Well, and you may know where I'm going with this. If, I mean, an investigator pretty much can pay for 
themselves with the fines and so forth that are found, so why don't you -- I mean, if you expand it out and let people 
investigate and not have to go into an office, then you wouldn't have any problem filling those positions. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Okay, you're bringing up a couple of things there. I'm going to try to address them the way I think I 
understand what you're asking. So first of all, for all of the number of inspections and investigations done, there really is a 
very limited number that reach the point where they're going to be fined, and I'm glad to say that because most of our 
licensees are not violating our rules. So that's a positive. I wouldn't say that an investigator’s position pays for itself as a result 
of the fines, okay? By statute, we would be permitted to charge for an investigation. We do not do that, and there are many 
reasons for that. It is not economically feasible, really, with our current systems and such, but I just kind of want to point out 
that we don't do that. We have the inspection fee that is charged with the license renewals and such, and that comes in and 
that does help defray costs, but it doesn't defray costs if you have to inspect more than once a year. Remember, there's 
difference between inspection and investigation. It doesn't defray costs if you have to inspect a place more than once a year, 
which does happen as a result of change of location, new ownership, whatever the case may be. Let's see. You had another 
question, and I might have gotten that in answering that part of it. What did it have? 
 
Mr. Jensen – Well, the main thing I'm asking is, I know, I'm wondering who made the rule that an investigator has to work out 
of a field office, so to speak. I mean, if they worked out of their home office and covered a territory, you know, like in my neck 
of the woods, you know, somebody has to come from where? Tallahassee or Orlando, most of them come from, or Tampa to 
investigate, and that seems, you know, a little bit out of whack for expense-wise. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – I'm going to address that several ways, too. I do not know whether it's a Department, Governor or a 
Department of Management Services policy regarding remote work. It varies. During the COVID years, we worked out of our 
homes, and yes, there would be potential savings involved if we were able to say, for example, instead of having offices within 
the field offices, just have a conference room and a printer so that people have a place to meet if they needed to at that 
location, but didn't have other offices, and then they did remote work. However, there are also potential liabilities when you 
look at that option when it comes to Workers' Comp, people working out of their homes, people potentially using their own 
equipment, et cetera, and all of that is taken into consideration when an agency decides whether or not to allow its people to 
work remotely. Our team of twenty-seven (27), of that team, only, I think it's now sixteen (16) to eighteen (18), are field staff 
who are conducting work on site. Okay? Bottom line on that right now is that it is not a Division choice. It is not something I 
have an option of saying to my field staff, you may now work from home, and I'm going to save on the footprint that you 
would otherwise be making in these state buildings. Not an option that we have. Okay? 
 
Mr. Jensen – That was my question. Who made that not an option? Is that CFO's office? 
 
Ms. Schwantes – I don't know whether it's the CFO, the Governor, Department of Management Services, all of the above. It's 
higher than I am. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Okay. Very good. Thank you. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – I don't have that option. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Yes, you could save a ton of money in that respect. 
 



57 
 

Ms. Schwantes – Well, you could certainly save some, but you still have to have -- our licensing team would have a hard time 
doing that, for example, to a good part, because they're not working remotely like a lot of our field staff. And as I say working 
remotely, I'm talking about they're not doing on-site work like the field staff. It is certainly something that's been considered, 
proposed, and we comply with whatever the policy is. 
 
Mr. Jensen – Okay. Thank you. 
 
Ms. Schwantes – Any other questions? All right. One more page and we'll be done. And that final page is the Projected 
Regulatory Trust Fund Balances. Just let me flip the page here. All right.  
 

 
 
The main points on this is that this shows our projected balances for the Regulatory Trust Fund, which is, again, our operating 
fund through FY 2030-'31. That is the end year that we have used now for a long time. And when I look at this next year, we're 
going to start projecting it out further than that. The reason we didn't project it out further than that, if you all remember a few 
years back, if you looked at 2030-'31, you were looking at negative numbers, potentially, as the balance. What has made the 
difference on that is twofold. Every time we come in under budget, it does stretch it out just a little bit further, but the main 
difference has been interest income. Because on average, we are still, and you could see that in that first sheet, the Regulatory 
Trust Fund balance, you can see that it is still going down every year. Okay? The table shows the situation if all within our 
Division remains status quo, which is no more new positions, no new IT systems, no improvements from an IT perspective for 
our licensees, such as improvements to the portals to allow people to look up the status on their applications, et cetera. 
Nothing new. It assumes absolutely no changes to any of this. And you still see that the costs continue to significantly impact 
the Regulatory Trust Fund balance over the years by decreasing the balance. The tables reflect a very conservative approach in 
planning, which we've already discussed. Last year, we estimated that the Regulatory Trust Fund balance would be 
approximately $483,000 at the end of 2030-'31. And you'll see now that it's showing a much, much better projection, and that at 
this time, we're estimating that the balance will be approximately $1.1 million at the end of that year. Interest incomes, interest 
earnings, it has made a huge impact.  
 
We budget conservatively. We come in under budget. And with regard to the RTF balance, this helps delay the time when a 
negative balance might occur, but it's still decreasing overall. And although we do not project further than 2030-'31 for this 
purpose today, with the continued drain on the RTF balance, it's still clear that long-term funding needs must be addressed 
within the next few years. And that ends the presentation on the financial statements. Are there any further questions? And I 
really thank you both, in particular, who've made this -- well, all of you who may have questions on these. Any additional 
questions? Okay.  
 
A couple more updates regarding Board meetings. I want to remind everybody to check the websites and check any notices 
that Ms. Bryant sends out regarding how to log on to the videoconferences. Our state contract with GoTo Meet has ended. 
There are some negotiations going on for a continued contract of some sort. We made special arrangements for this meeting 
and for the upcoming Rules Committee meeting, but it may be that we have to switch to Teams or Zoom or some other 
program for video conferencing. So just please pay attention to any notices that come out and double check our website.  
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There is a Rules Committee meeting video conference on Monday, May 11th at 10:00 AM. The purpose is to discuss rulemaking 
that may be required by SB1452, that's the DFS Agency Bill relating to criminal history issues. That packet has already been 
sent out. Board members, as always, are encouraged to attend. We're planning an additional Rules Committee meeting in mid-
June. The purpose of that will be to discuss possible rulemaking that's necessitated by the passage of the Association Bill, 
SB598. And that date is yet to be determined, so stay tuned to our website for details and also to notices that Ms. Bryant sends 
out. And for the committee members, thank you very much for getting back to Ms. Bryant so quickly with possible dates of 
availability for that.  
 
As far as the Rule Committee meetings go, I know we'll need one in mid-June for SB598. It has already been signed by the 
Governor and goes into effect on July 1st. And we have a certain period of time after that that we have to be in the rulemaking 
process, so we will be focused on that for that meeting. But very shortly after, guess what? We have to start next year's annual 
review.  
 
The next full Board meeting will take place by video conference on June 25th at 10:00 AM. and a large part of that meeting will 
involve preneed licensing issues. That is usually the longest meeting of the year. However, we also plan to have a proposed 
meeting calendar for calendar year 2027 available for discussion at that meeting. Additional details on all Board meetings or 
related committee meetings, as always, are found on our website.  
 
This ends this portion of the Executive Director's report. Thank you all for your patience and your questions. 
 

(3) Report on Payment of Disciplinary Fines and Costs (Informational) 
 
Ms. Simon – This is an informational report. 
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V. Chair's Report (Verbal) 
 
Ms. Simon – Madam Chair? 
 
Chair Peeples – Ms. Schwantes, I don't know if she's still connected, but I just want to say a big thank you to her for all she has 
been doing at the Division office, keeping things running, but also this rules project that you're working on, because it takes a 
lot, and also getting the financials together. Thank you for that. I know kind of right behind you is Ms. Simon and the Division 
team, so thank you for what you folks do there. Rules Committee, Mr. Clark, thank you for Chairing. I appreciate that. Mr. 
Jensen, Ms. Clay, and Mr. Williams, thank you for participating in the Rules Committee. Ms. Munson, thank you for all you're 
doing on the Rules Committee portion from the OAG Office. It means a lot, so I'll turn it back to Ms. Simon, and thank you to 
the Board members too. Ms. Simon? 
 
Ms. Simon – Great. 
 
W. Office of Attorney General’s Report 

(1) Attorney General’s Rules Report (Informational) 
 
Ms. Simon – Ms. Munson? 
 
Ms. Munson – It's informational information. You'll see where the processing of these rules are. Earlier, we were discussing 
those previous minutes from the Rules Committee meeting. There's been so many rule guys. Honestly, there are so many rules 
that have kind of run together a little bit, and we may be in the process of expediting some rulemaking when the Department 
makes a determination whether or not we still need to go through and make a statement about submitting package to the 
Office of Fiscal Reform and Responsibility. So, some of these rules are [inaudible] right now, but they will continue to move as 
quickly as possible. Thank you for your indulgence in the information. Thank you. 
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X. Public Comments (Verbal) 
 
Ms. Simon – Does anybody have public comment for the good of the order during this meeting? Hearing no response. Madam 
Chair? 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you. 
 
Y. Administrative Report as April 24, 2026 
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A. New Cemetery Applications  0 

 
Recommended for Approval   0 

 
Pending 0 

B. Cemetery Acquisition Applications  0 
 

Recommended for Approval   0 
 

Pending 0 

C. Preneed License Applications  1 
 

Active Preneed Licenses 323 
 

Presented to the Board at this Meeting 2 
 

Pending 3 

D. Preneed License Branch Applications  1 
 

Active Preneed License Branches 392 
 

Recommended for Approval  2 
 

Pending 0 

E. Preneed Sales Agent Applications  55 
 

Active Sales Agents  3723 
 

Recommended for Approval  31 
 

Temporary Licenses Issued Pending Permanent 22 

F. Monument Establishment Applications  4 
 

Active Monument Establishments 169 
 

Pending 1 

G. Broker of Burial Rights Applications  0 
 

Active Brokers of Burial Rights  22 
 

Pending 0 

H. Exempt Cemetery Reports  0 
 

Active Exempt Cemeteries 54 
 

Pending 0 

I. New Establishment Applications  15 
 

Pending 10 
 

Completed 15 

J. New Individual Applications  5 
 

Pending 23 
 

Completed 7 

K. Request for Training Facility Applications  5 
 

Pending  0 
 

Completed 5 

L. Request for Continuing Education Providers and Courses  42 
 

Pending 0 
 

Completed 42 
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M. Initial Inspections  14 
 

Completed 14 

N. Inspections  131 
 

Completed 131 

O. Initial Licenses Issued  7 
 

Renewal Licenses  7 

 
Z. Disciplinary Report 

Notices of Non-Compliance Issued Since Last Meeting : April 5, 2026 0 
 
AA. Upcoming Meeting(s) 

(1) June 25th (Videoconference)  
(2) July 23rd (In-Person – Aventura – FCCFA Annual Conference: JW Marriott Miami Turnberry Resort & Spa)  
(3) September 3rd (Videoconference)  
(4) October 8th (Videoconference)  
(5) November 5th (Videoconference)  
(6) December 3rd  (Videoconference)  

 
BB. Adjournment 
 
Chair Peeples – Thank you, Ms. Simon. It is 2:07, and we're going to call the meeting adjourned. Thank you all. I appreciate 
you. And I hope you all have a great evening. 
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