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David Ittner (00:00:02):

August 2025, and I'm calling this regular board meeting to order. We will provide an
opportunity for public comment later in this meeting. As a courtesy, we encourage
everyone to mute their mics or your phone if you called in when you're not speaking, to
reduce the background noise when others are speaking. Also for board members, to help
us capture information correctly, please state your name when making comments. Thank
you.

(00:00:32):

Allright, Agenda Item Number Two, roll call. Sydney, will you please call roll? Board
members, please respond if you are in attendance.

Sydney Muhle (00:00:40):
Allright. Chair Ittner?
David Ittner (00:00:43):
Present.

Sydney Muhle (00:00:45):
Vice Chair Gutierrez-Zamora is excused. Board Member Cameron?
Pete Cameron (00:00:52):
Present.

Sydney Muhle (00:00:54):
Board Member Jendryka?
Lacie Jendryka (00:00:56):
Present.

Sydney Muhle (00:01:00):
Board Member Lovgren?

Paul Lovgren (00:01:00):



Present.

Sydney Muhle (00:01:01):
Board Member Little?
Rick Little (00:01:02):
Present.

Sydney Muhle (00:01:03):
And Board Member Ward?
Angela Ward (00:01:05):
Present.

Sydney Muhle (00:01:06):
We have our quorum.
David Ittner (00:01:09):

Allright, perfect. Thank you. Approval of agenda. | need a motion to approve the agenda
that we have before us.

Rick Little (00:01:21):

This is Rick. So moved.

David Ittner (00:01:25):

Thank you, Rick. Do we have a second?
Paul Lovgren (00:01:27):

This is Paul. I'll second that.

David Ittner (00:01:31):

Thank you, Paul. All in favor, say, "Aye."
Board Members (00:01:33):

Aye. Aye. Aye. Aye.

David Ittner (00:01:39):

Any opposed?

Lacie Jendryka (00:01:42):



Aye. Sorry.
David Ittner (00:01:45):

Oh, that was approval. Okay. All right, the agenda is approved and we'll move on to the
approval of the minutes from the last meeting. | also need a motion for that as well.

Pete Cameron (00:02:03):
This is Pete, and so moved.
David Ittner (00:02:08):
Thanks, Pete.

Rick Little (00:02:08):

This is Rick. I'll second it.
David Ittner (00:02:15):
Thank you, Rick. All right. Allin favor, say, "Aye."
Board Members (00:02:19):
Aye. Aye. Aye.

David Ittner (00:02:23):

Any opposed? The minutes are approved for the last meeting. All right, now we will move to
Agenda Item Number 5.1, introduction of the new board member. Sydney?

Sydney Muhle (00:02:41):

Yes, sir. It is my pleasure to introduce our newest board member. Lacie Jendryka was
appointed to the board by the governor in July of this year, to a term ending in July of 2027.
She's been appointed as one of our cemetarians. Lacie is also a licensed funeral director
and embalmer, with over two decades of experience in the funeral and cemetery
profession.

(00:03:08):

She's a native of Onalaska in rural Lewis County, and began her career path after
graduating from Mount Hood Community College's funeral service program in 2003, with
early experience in California before returning to Washington state. She's been with the,
please forgive me if | mispronounce this, but Claquato Cemetery in Centralia since 2007,
and has served as their cemetery manager since 2017. So with that, | will turn it over to
Board Member Jendryka to introduce herself to the board.

Lacie Jendryka (00:04:00):



Hi there. It's actually Jendryka, but you're excused for that. That's a tough one. And
Claquato, yes. That's also a tough one.

(00:04:09):

I think Sydney gave a good bio. I'm excited to be here. Hopefully, | can add some valuable
information and perspective to the board.

(00:04:21):

This is all very new to me. So | might not say a lot for the first couple of meetings, but bear
with me. But | am excited to be here, so thank you.

Rick Little (00:04:32):

Welcome.

David Ittner (00:04:35):

Yep, welcome.

Angela Ward (00:04:35):

Glad you're here.

David Ittner (00:04:36):

Thank you for volunteering. Yeah, appreciate it.
(00:04:43):

Allright, well, thank you Sydney. We will move on to, let's see, Agenda Item Six, Old
Business. It doesn't appear we have any old business to discuss. But then it takes us to
Agenda Item Seven, New Business. We have a number of requests for internship
extension. So we'll start with 7.1, and I'll turn it over to Sydney.

Sydney Muhle (00:05:12):

Thank you, Mr. Chair. This is going to be a request from Sondra Drennan, who has
exhausted the five years on their internship currently allowed under the rules. So they have
requested an extension to their intern registration, indicating that they are working toward
completing their examinations in that time. The written request was provided to the board
in their packet.

(00:05:46):
And with that, I'm happy to answer any questions.

David Ittner (00:05:51):



Sydney, | see that the request was back in May, and then she was looking to reschedule the
exam that appears she missed by two points. Has there been any other communication
with Ms. Drennan, or any update there?

Sydney Muhle (00:06:13):

Yes, Ms. Drennan did email board staff and indicate that they have scheduled those, but
did not provide the exact dates for which they have been scheduled.

David Ittner (00:06:24):
Okay. Questions, comments from board members?
(00:06:44):

And just to clarify, and as we move through these, we have the ability as a board to approve
extensions. Is that correct?

Sydney Muhle (00:06:58):

Correct. And itis in line with what the board has done in the last [inaudible 00:07:04] or so,
as internships have been coming up for expiration. And the board has also signaled a
willingness to eliminate the five-year cap on those internships. And we're working through
the rulemaking process on what that will look like for the future.

Rick Little (00:07:25):

So I'll go ahead and make a motion that we go and extend, so she can complete her
education. She should have it done within the next few months to ayear.

Sydney Muhle (00:07:40):

| think one year is what we've been extending them previously.
Rick Little (00:07:43):

Yeah.

Sydney Muhle (00:07:43):

For you guys.

Rick Little (00:07:47):

Then | make the motion that we extend it for a year.

Steve (00:07:49):

This is Steve. I'll second.

David Ittner (00:07:57):



Allright, we have a first and a second. Any further discussion or questions? All right.
Hearing none, allin favor, say, "Aye."

Board Members (00:08:13):
Aye. Aye.
David Ittner (00:08:19):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right, the motion passes to extend Ms. Drennan's
involving internship.

(00:08:35):

Okay, we'll move on to 7.2, which is another request for internship reinstatement and
extension. Turning over to Sydney again.

Sydney Muhle (00:08:48):

Thank you, Mr. Chair. This is a request from Sally Estoy to reinstate and extend their funeral
director internship. | apologize for the typo on the agenda as for a funeral director
internship.

(00:09:02):

Their most recent registration expired in March of 2021. And they have also exhausted their
five-year limit on for their internship to be completed within. So the board would need to
grant both reinstatement of the registration due to the length of time that this license has
been expired, as well as the extension on the internship.

(00:09:28):

The requester has indicated that circumstances surrounding their life and their
professional career caused them to leave the industry altogether in 2021. But they are
looking to return to the industry and resume their internship, hoping to complete it within a
short period of time.

(00:09:54):
With that, I'm happy to answer any questions.
David Ittner (00:09:57):

Could you restate the timeframes again? The request related to what we have to approve,
specifically?

Sydney Muhle (00:10:06):



Yeah, so the requester, their most recent registration expired March 15th of 2021. So they
have been expired for coming on four-and-a-half years, and they have also exhausted their
five-year cap on their internship. At this point, they have requested just an extension to that
five year, as well as allowance for them to return. So this would be allowing them to pick up
and carry on with their internship where they left off in 2021.

David Ittner (00:10:43):

Okay. Allright. | guess we'd be looking for a motion again to extend, perhaps for a period of
one year, reinstatement and extension for a period of ...

Rick Little (00:10:58):
I was still unsure how long they need.
Sydney Muhle (00:11:10):

Unfortunately, they did not indicate to us how much additional time they need. And | did
not receive that information from our licensing team.

Lacie Jendryka (00:11:21):

That was my question. Is she in school, planning to go to school, currently in school?
Sydney Muhle (00:11:30):

That information was not included with the request.

David Ittner (00:11:39):

Those are great questions. It seems like we would, perhaps in this situation, require more
information.

Pete Cameron (00:11:46):
I would think so, yes.
Lacie Jendryka (00:11:48):
Definitely.

David Ittner (00:11:53):

Okay. Sydney, do we need to still go through the voting process, or can we simply request
more information?

Sydney Muhle (00:12:06):

I think we can simply request more information. I'll get a response out to the requester
today for additional information. We'll bring this back at the November meeting.



David Ittner (00:12:17):
Okay, perfect. Thank you.
(00:12:22):

All right. We will move on to 7.3, consideration of application for funeral director licensure.
Sydney?

Sydney Muhle (00:12:31):

Thank you, Mr. Chair. This is going to be one of two international applicants that has
requested the board review their experience.

(00:12:43):

This is an applicant currently licensed in Canada. They have submitted their educational
transcripts, as well as course descriptions for those courses. They submitted their resume
and a letter of good standing from their Canadian licensing jurisdiction. Licensing staff has
requested that the board review the included documents to take action regarding
allowance of this funeral director license. And if approved by the board, then we would be
approving them to take the NBE Arts Exam, as well as the Washington State Law Exam.

(00:13:28):

I'm happy to answer any questions.
David Ittner (00:13:35):

Is there a motion for that effect?
Paul Lovgren (00:13:43):

This is Paul. I'll make that motion.
David Ittner (00:13:47):

Thanks, Paul.

Rick Little (00:13:51):

This is Rick. I'll second it.

David Ittner (00:13:57):

Thank you, Rick. All right. Discussion and questions.
Lacie Jendryka (00:14:08):

| have a question. This is Lacie, and again, I'm new to this. She's asking to be licensed in
Washington. She still has to take the tests, as everyone else would. So | guess I'm



wondering, why is this a special request? Couldn't she just take the tests that are required
and then get her license? [inaudible 00:14:27] a question here.

Sydney Muhle (00:14:28):

No, that's a great question. So the way that our laws, and therefore our rules are written, an
applicant's education has to be obtained either within a program already approved by the
board, so specifically one here in Washington state, or from one that the board approves
as comparable with our interstate applicants. That's a little bit easier to compare one-to-
one with our international applicants. Those have always been brought to the board for
approval, just because they fall outside of what the traditional educational experiences
here in the US.

Lacie Jendryka (00:15:25):
Gotit. Okay.
David Ittner (00:15:29):

That's a good question. I've reviewed the packet that they submitted in entirety, and |
would be in favor of allowing her to take the exams. It seems pretty comprehensive.

Pete Cameron (00:15:56):

Yeah, this is Pete. | did the same thing. Classes look fairly standard, scored good marks in
everything. So it looks very comparable to what we have to go through here at Lake
Washington or Mount Hood.

David Ittner (00:16:10):

Thanks, Pete.

Lacie Jendryka (00:16:10):

This is Lacie. | don't see any reason for her not to be allowed to take the test, so | agree.
David Ittner (00:16:27):

Any further comment or questions? All right. Hearing none, Allin favor, say, "Aye."
Board Members (00:16:34):

Aye. Aye. Aye. Aye.

David Ittner (00:16:39):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right, the motion passes. Thank you.

(00:16:52):



And then we move on to Item 7.4, consideration of application for funeral director
licensure. So it appears to be a very similar situation. I'll turn it back over to Sydney.

Sydney Muhle (00:17:03):

Thank you, Mr. Chair. And please bear with me while | get to the page in my packet. There
we go. Allright. This is going to be another international applicant, also from Canada. This
is for Amity Wishlow. They have submitted their request for board consideration for, again,
funeral director licensure.

(00:17:20):

The applicantis currently licensed in Canada. They submitted a written request for the
board's consideration along with their transcripts, as well as a letter of good standing from
their current licensing jurisdiction in Canada. Again, if approved, they will need to take the
NBE Arts Exam, as well as the Washington State Law Exam.

(00:17:42):

And with that, I'm happy to answer any questions.
David Ittner (00:17:50):

Allright, I'll move it. Looking for a motion again here too.
Rick Little (00:17:57):

This is Rick. So moved.

David Ittner (00:18:01):

Thank you, Rick.

Paul Lovgren (00:18:07):

This is Paul. I'll second.

David Ittner (00:18:10):

Thank you, Paul. All right. Discussion and/or questions? | would say again that I've
reviewed the packet, the summary of grades and educational pieces, letters of
recommendation. | think it's a very similar situation to the last one. So

Rick Little (00:18:34):
Yeah, | concur with that too. This is Rick.
David Ittner (00:18:47):

Allright. Any further comments? Hearing none, all in favor, say, "Aye."



Board Members (00:18:55):

Aye. Aye. Aye. Aye.

David Ittner (00:19:01):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? Motion passes. Thank you.
(00:19:10):

Allright. Now we are going to Item 7.5, creation of an application and review committee.
Sydney?

Sydney Muhle (00:19:18):

Allright, thank you, Mr. Chair. Program staff has been seeing an increased number of
applications comingin for licensure that are requiring additional levels of review above
what our frontline staff is able to do.

(00:19:34):

So with that, we've had a couple of our other regulatory boards create application review
committees just to provide that additional level of expertise that we don't necessarily have
here in house, or that we can't necessarily always be interrupting Pam and Rylee's days to
help us review and understand what's going on.

(00:20:01):

And so this committee would meet just to help provide us with that guidance specifically
for us to process the applicants who are looking to come into Washington from other
jurisdictions around the US, helping us make those one-to-one comparisons and find
where in the applications we have the real easy one-to-one that meets across those
different licensing jurisdictions, versus what ones need to come to the full board for
consideration. We had several put forward through the licensing team for this meeting that
didn't necessarily require the full board's approval, but just helping to provide that
expertise.

(00:20:48):

So this would be a meet-as-needed committee. It would not meet monthly, but | imagine
maybe once or twice a quarter, just to help us with those applications that are comingin
from different jurisdictions. We've just seen an uptick in those, and so that would help our
licensing team be able to provide that review.

(00:21:07):



| know our board has a number of committees going on right now, so | hate to ask for
another one. But this is one that we've seen a lot of success with in providing that subject
matter expertise for us with some of our other programs.

(00:21:21):

I'm happy to answer any questions.

David Ittner (00:21:27):

Sydney, how many people are you looking to have on this committee?
Sydney Muhle (00:21:31):

A maximum of three.

David Ittner (00:21:35):

Okay. And you're looking for volunteers?

Sydney Muhle (00:21:39):

Yes sir.

Lacie Jendryka (00:21:43):

This is Lacie.

Paul Lovgren (00:21:43):

This is Paul.

Lacie Jendryka (00:21:43):

I'd volunteer for that. | think it's very necessary. This is a good idea.
Paul Lovgren (00:21:49):

This is Paul. | volunteer for that, because I'm one of those folks.
David Ittner (00:21:57):

All right.

Angela Ward (00:21:58):

And this is Angie. As it goes with so many of our committees, | realize it probably is smarter
to have the expertise of the industry on these committees. But | just want to state my
willingness that again, that on any committee, if you ever feel like it's advantageous to have
a public member as a part of the committee, | would be more than willing. But completely
understand if what we decide as a group is that it's better to have the industry, and that |



always get to chime in at the meetings with decisions and all their review reports anyway.
So just wanted to say that.

David Ittner (00:22:50):

Yeah, | think that would be great. | don't know, Sydney, if you have any commentary on
that, butl don't see any ...

Sydney Muhle (00:23:00):

No. Our public member is a full member of the board, just like any other member. So |
would really defer to the discretion of the board on what you would rather see with this
committee. But | think Angie would have very valuable insight to offer. With three board
members, that allows us to have a lot of discussion, then, if there's some debate going on,
particularly between two industry members. Angie could be helping with being the
tiebreaker.

(00:23:34):

But again, yes, there's technical expertise involved, but this is a little bit more just helping
us dig in and understand the difference. This round, we had a couple of applicants from
California, very different licensing jurisdiction from us, very different requirements. But
Angie would have insight into that as well as anybody.

David Ittner (00:23:55):

| agree.

(00:24:05):

Any other comment there?

PART 1 OF 4 ENDS [00:24:04]

Rick Little (00:24:07):

Looks like you have a good team.

David Ittner (00:24:10):

Mm-hmm. Do we need a motion, or we can go to just approve the committee?
Sydney Muhle (00:24:16):

Yeah, as long as the board is good with this committee, then we'll be reaching out to Angie,
Lacey and Paul to get a meeting scheduled, probably within the next month or so to start
with those reviews. And | anticipate it'd-

David Ittner (00:24:35):



Perfect.

Sydney Muhle (00:24:35):

... maybe be a maximum of an hour.

David Ittner (00:24:39):

Great. Well, thank you to Lacey and Angie and Paul for volunteering. Appreciate that.
(00:24:48):.

Allright, we will move on to agenda item eight, complaint cases for review. And it looks like
8.1 is my case, so I'll turn that over to someone.

(00:25:03):
Dante is not here, so who's the lucky winner? I'm just going to pick a board member?
Sydney Muhle (00:25:14):

I think you can just pick a board member. | know Mr. Little is probably our most recent past
chair prior to you. But unfortunately, we don't have a secretary position on this board, so.

David Ittner (00:25:26):

Allright. Well, all right, we'll-

Rick Little (00:25:29):

Okay.

David Ittner (00:25:29):

... go to Rick.

Rick Little (00:25:30):

Allright. So go ahead, David, on your case.
David Ittner (00:25:38):

Allright. This is case number 2024-10-2951-00CEM. The summary is as follows. A
complaint was sent to the Department of Licensing on October 16th, 2024, alleging the
respondent cemetery moved her sons grave without her knowledge or permission. The
decedent died in 2010 and was cremated. The cremated remains were buried in a Venetian
urn vault at the respondent cemetery on August 26th, 2010.

(00:26:11):



The complainant visited the decedent's grave often and knew precisely where it was
located, next to another identified grave. On August 1st, 2024, the complainant noticed her
sons grave marker had been moved, and someone else was buried in the grave.

(00:26:27):

The complainant went to the associated funeral home of the respondent, which is also the
cemetery office, and talked to the manager. The respondent's written statement claims
she checked the cemetery records for the decedent's grave and there was nothing to
indicate his remains had been moved.

(00:26:41):

The complainant said her son's grave marker was next to another identified grave, but
within the last year, it has been moved. The complainant said she has pictures to prove
that her son's grave marker was next to this other grave.

(00:26:55):

The manager had copies of the cemetery records and the location of the decedent's grave.
The cemetery foreman found the grave location cans to verify the decedent's marker was
on the correct grave. The respondent owner operator's response, excuse me, to the
complainant claimed there was nothing in the cemetery records to show that the
decedent's urn or headstone had been moved. Their response also indicated there have
been rare instances where a grave marker is placed on the wrong grave.

(00:27:24):

The respondent to the cemetery notifies the family that the marker has been incorrectly
placed, and informs them the marker will be moved to the correct location. They also
indicated if a marker has been moved due to an error in placement, a notation is made in
the cemetery records.

(00:27:42):

The complainant provided photos of her son's grave marker, which appeared to be next to
the grave marker for the identified person. Another photo shows the grave next to the
identified person with freshly cut sod and a dirt space that appears to have been where the
marker was removed. Another photo shows a grave marker for another person who died in
May 2023, and is next to the identified person's grave marker.

(00:28:07):

Investigator sent the complainant's pictures and a video to the respondent on November
5th, 2024. The respondent replied right away and agreed that it appears the son's grave
marker had been next to the identified person's grave, but it appears to have been moved.



(00:28:22):

The investigator emailed the respondent on November 13th, 2024, and asked if she had
any additional information about the decedent's grave marker. They stated that none of the
cemetery grounds crew recalled moving the marker. The respondent claims that the
decedent's urn vault was buried in the correct location, but the temporary marker, and
later the permanent marker, was in the wrong place.

(00:28:45):

So this is a situation where it appears the marker was set in the wrong place. The original
urn placement was in the correct place, but also, a breakdown in the cemetery process
and/or record-keeping couldn't identify exactly where that came from, if it was a grounds
person who moved it without letting people know.

(00:29:15):

But I'm recommending closing this with a letter of education. | have reviewed the letter of
education, and it's very thorough and very pointed. So that's my recommendation.

Rick Little (00:29:28):

Thank you, David. Do we have a motion to this complaint?
Paul Lovgren (00:29:36):

This is Paul. I'll make that motion.

Rick Little (00:29:38):

Thank you, Paul. Is there a second?

Pete Cameron (00:29:43):

This is Pete. I'll second.

Rick Little (00:29:46):

Okay. It's been motioned by Paul, seconded by Pete. Is there any other questions?
Pete Cameron (00:29:54):

So this is Pete. Just to follow up and summarize, the respondent has confirmed that the
son's remains and the marker are both in the correct spot now?

David Ittner (00:30:10):
Thatis correct.

Pete Cameron (00:30:13):



Okay.

Rick Little (00:30:16):

Any other comments? If not, all those in favor signal by saying aye.
Sydney Muhle (00:30:24):

Aye.

Pete Cameron (00:30:24):

Aye.

Lacie Jendryka (00:30:24):

Aye.

Paul Lovgren (00:30:27):

Aye.

Rick Little (00:30:30):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? Okay, it's carried.

(00:30:36):

I'Wturn it back over to our chair.

David Ittner (00:30:41):

Allright. Thank you, Rick. Item 8.2, turn over to board member Cameron.
Pete Cameron (00:30:50):

This is complaint number 2023-07-1608-00FDE. Complainant alleges that respondent
funeral home refused to accept her mother-in-law's discounted pre-arrangements from a
separate funeral home and required full payment before they would perform the
cremation.

(00:31:11):

The facts are that the county coroner's office uses various funeral home locations for
refrigeration as they do not have a morgue. This decedent was sent to one of those
locations. The complainant's family was contacted by the coroner and given the
information for the respondent funeral home. The family was told by the respondent that
they could either stay with their location and pay their full charges upfront for cremation, or
the other location could be used to honor the pre-arrangements. That option would also



add additional charges for transportation that weren'tincluded in the pre-arrangements,
and a time delay in filing for the permits.

(00:31:47):

The family decided to stay with the respondent funeral home and paid their charges for
cremation, and were given a full refund from the location where the pre-arrangements had
been made. So in this case, I'm recommending we close with no further action.

David Ittner (00:32:02):

Allright. Thank you, Pete. Is there a motion to that effect?
Rick Little (00:32:06):

This is Rick. So moved.

David Ittner (00:32:10):

Rick. Second?

Paul Lovgren (00:32:16):

This is Paul. I'll second.

David Ittner (00:32:21):

Allright. Any discussion? All right. Hearing none, all in favor, say aye.
Rick Little (00:32:32):

Aye.

Sydney Muhle (00:32:32):

Aye.

Lacie Jendryka (00:32:32):

Aye.

Paul Lovgren (00:32:32):

Aye.

David Ittner (00:32:37):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right, motion passes.
(00:32:45):

Agenda item 8.3. Board member Cameron.



Pete Cameron (00:32:51):

So this is case number 2023-07-1611-00FDE. The complainant was upset when
respondent funeral home did not refund the entire amount of a canceled pre-need
cremation contract. The facts are that the deceased person took out a pre-need cremation
contract with the respondent funeral home. At the time of death, the family used a
different cremation provider than the respondent funeral home. When the respondent was
notified of the death and a request to cancel the pre-need contract was received, they
informed the complainant that an urn that was on the contract had already been sent to
the deceased prior to her death, and it would need to be returned before that portion of the
contract could be refunded.

(00:33:37):

The complainant's family has since returned the urn to the respondent funeral home and
they have since issued them a refund of 100% of the money paid for in the pre-need policy.
So I'm recommending we close this with no further action.

David Ittner (00:33:54):

Allright. Thank you, Pete. Do | have a motion?
Paul Lovgren (00:34:00):

This is Paul. So moved.

Rick Little (00:34:07):

This is Rick. I'll second it.

David Ittner (00:34:09):

Thank you, Rick. Any discussion? All right, hearing none, all in favor say aye.
Sydney Muhle (00:34:20):

Aye.

Rick Little (00:34:20):

Aye.

Paul Lovgren (00:34:20):

Aye.

David Ittner (00:34:26):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right. Motion passes.



(00:34:36):
Okay, moving on to agenda item 8.4. Board number Cameron.
Pete Cameron (00:34:47):

This is complaint number 2023-11-2604-00FDE. The complainant alleges that respondent
funeral home did not present her with a general price list at the time of the arrangements
for her mother, and that they could not accurately explain monetary losses in her mother's
pre-need trust account. The facts are that at the time of the arrangements, there was a
general process on the table that was referenced to, but not presented to the complainant
as required. The loss of funds in the pre-need trust happened when the funeral home
changed trust providers, and the new provider mistakenly took out the 10% required a
second time, which totaled 20%.

(00:35:28):

The funeral home discounted the amount of the contract, so it did not financially impact or
affect the complainant, and a more detailed letter explaining the amounts and what
happened was sent to her. Also during the investigation, it was discovered that the intern
license of the person making the arrangements was expired during that time.

(00:35:46):

So I'm recommending a letter of education be sent to the respondent funeral home staff,
asking them to review and comply with the Federal Trade Commission's funeral rule
regarding presenting a general price list for retention at the beginning of the funeral
arrangements, and ensuring they comply with proper licensing requirements and
renewals. And | have reviewed that letter that was sent out by board staff; it is satisfactory,
that should be sent out within the next day or two.

David Ittner (00:36:14):

Allright. Thank you, Pete. Do we have a motion?
Paul Lovgren (00:36:22):

This is Paul. I'll motion.

David Ittner (00:36:29):

Paul. Is there a second?

Rick Little (00:36:36):

This is Rick. I'll second it.

David Ittner (00:36:40):



Thank you, Rick. Any discussion? All right, hearing none, all in favor say aye.
Paul Lovgren (00:36:51):

Aye.

Sydney Muhle (00:36:51):

Aye.

Rick Little (00:36:51):

Aye.

Lacie Jendryka (00:36:51):

Aye.

David Ittner (00:36:56):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right. Motion passes. Thank you.
(00:37:07):

Okay, agenda item 8.5. We don't have board member Gutierrez-Zamora. Sydney, is that for
me to read, or how would you like to [inaudible 00:37:20]?

Sydney Muhle (00:37:19):

I think that's going to end up being me, Mr. Chair.
David Ittner (00:37:23):

Allright. [inaudible 00:37:25].

Sydney Muhle (00:37:25):

Allright. This is case number 2025-01-0305-00FDE. The Department of Licensing received
a complaint alleging that the respondent's crematory frequently has heavy smoke and
flames shooting out of its stack. The complainant provided photos, as well as comments
made online by other members of the community where the crematory is operated.

(00:37:56):

Facts are our board investigator forwarded the complaint, along with the photo evidence,
to the agency that has authority over clean air in the county where the crematory operates.
They also reached out to the Cremation Association of North America to ask for a possible
solution to the respondent's issue.

(00:38:21):



In their response, the respondent did not mention upgrading its equipment or improving
the training of its crematory staff. Rather, he focused on his firm's history and the relative
infrequency of the occurrence of flames and smoke. The agency that is responsible for
clean air stated that they might [inaudible 00:38:42] cite the respondent for operating the
crematory with a broken temperature monitor.

(00:38:50):

They also stated that there might be training issues, and that they were told that the flames
occur only when obese individuals are cremated. Since 42.4% of the US population is
obese, the situation appears to be more urgent than the respondent makes it out to be.
Since the funeral and cemetery board do not have authority over clean air, and the
respondent renews his crematory license within the regulations we do administer, | do not
believe that we can successfully compel the respondent to fix these issues.

(00:39:25):

Our board, however, can advise and educate the respondent. This is being recommended
to close with a letter of education.

David Ittner (00:39:37):

Allright. Thank you, Sydney. I'm looking for a motion to close with a letter of education.
Pete Cameron (00:39:47):

This is Pete. So move.

David Ittner (00:39:50):

Thank you, Pete. Do we have a second?

Rick Little (00:39:56):

This is Rick. I'll second it.

David Ittner (00:40:01):

Thank you, Rick. Any discussion? Questions?
Lacie Jendryka (00:40:21):

I have a quick question.

David Ittner (00:40:22):

[inaudible 00:40:23]-

Lacie Jendryka (00:40:23):



Oh, sorry. This is Lacey.
David Ittner (00:40:24):
[inaudible 00:40:24]-
Lacie Jendryka (00:40:24):

I have a quick question. | keep forgetting I'm on mute, sorry. So we, as the state licensing
board and inspections, we inspect crematories, yes, as well as funeral homes and
cemeteries and all the things? Or no?

Sydney Muhle (00:40:43):

I am going to defer to Pam O'Reilly. Not sure whose case this was.
Pam O'Reilly (00:40:48):

Yes.

Lacie Jendryka (00:40:48):

Okay.

Pam O'Reilly (00:40:50):

This is Pam. We do inspect all the reduction facilities, crematories, [inaudible 00:40:56]
reduction facilities on a same basis that we do funeral homes, which is unannounced
annually.

Lacie Jendryka (00:41:02):

Okay. Did they have an inspection upon this complaint, or a physical in-person inspection
by us? Or no?

Pam O'Reilly (00:41:11):

So I would have to research when the inspection was done. They have had annual
inspections, however, except for the COVID period. And that would not be something
unless the flames were shooting out when we arrived for inspection, that we would be able
to detect by looking, because our focus is more on care and handling of human remains,
proper record-keeping, those kind of things. So air emissions is hot something that we have
the authority to monitor during an inspection.

Lacie Jendryka (00:41:51):
Okay. Just curious. Thank you.

Pam O'Reilly (00:41:54):



You're welcome.
David Ittner (00:42:00):

Thank you, Lacey. Good question. Any further comments or questions? I'm just reading this
one more time here.

(00:42:24):

So to clarify on that question, Pam, when they speak about the broken temperature
monitor, and | guess would perhaps be maybe lack of training and/or not operating the
machine as it should be. Are those items that we would be responsible for, or we would
look at as investigators?

Pam O'Reilly (00:43:12):

No. Like | said, we do not look at the equipment or the emissions during a crematory
inspection, and that was the initial response that the Clean Air Agency gave to me. And
they indicated that they would let me know the outcome of their investigation, or what their
final decision was, and they did not communicate any further with us.

David Ittner (00:43:44):

Okay. All right. My last question would be, as Dante mentioned here, we can advise and
educate the respondents. | would look to staff to... | guess, has that letter of education
been drafted, and what does that look like?

Pam O'Reilly (00:44:11):

| believe that Grace did complete the letter of education, but | did not receive a copy of it
and did not review it. So | assume that it was sent to board member Gutierrez-Zamora.

Sydney Muhle (00:44:31):

Yeah. Grace had indicated to me that all letters of education were being sent out to the
corresponding case manager before the meeting. But with Mr. Gutierrez-Zamora out on
vacation, | don't know that he had time to review and approve it.

David Ittner (00:44:50):

Okay. Well, it sounds to me like, regardless, the situation is beyond the board's authority.
And so whether or not we even have the ability to send the letter of education, | guess we
do in that regard. But other than that, there's not a whole lot we can do, is what I'm hearing.

(00:45:17):
Any further comments or questions? All right. Hearing none, all in favor say aye.

Pete Cameron (00:45:25):



Aye.

Sydney Muhle (00:45:28):

Aye.

Lacie Jendryka (00:45:28):

Aye.

Rick Little (00:45:28):

Aye.

Paul Lovgren (00:45:28):

Aye.

David Ittner (00:45:32):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right, hearing none, the motion passes.
(00:45:43):

Thank you. We'll move on to agenda item 8.6. Sydney, turn it back over to you.
Sydney Muhle (00:45:50):

Allright. This is case number 2025-01-0323-00FDE. The complainant alleges the
respondent displayed incompetence and breach of contractin regard to arrangements for
the complainant's brother. She also alleges the pre-arrangements were inadequate. The
facts are that the complainant's brother contracted cremation services with the
respondent. At need, the respondent initially met with the complainant. As to disposition
of the cremated remains of the deceased, the self-authorization listed to be determined at
time of loss by authorized parties.

(00:46:38):

The complainant claims to be the executor power of attorney and sole legal representative.
The complainant was informed by the respondent that none of the pre-arrangements listed
her as an authorized agent, the right to control the disposition, and that the complainant
was going to work with the deceased's two children as they were the parties authorized per
RCW 51.60.

(00:47:11):

Also, neither of the two wills submitted by the complainant indicated that she has the right
to control disposition. The respondent delayed the cremation to allow the complainant to



produce a court order, stipulating she had the right to control disposition. She was unable
to do so.

(00:47:29):

Absent actual knowledge of the contrary legal authorization, the respondent was correctin
following the decedent's wishes as to cremation in RCW 68.50.160(3)(d) as to disposition
of the cremated remains. The recommendation is to close with no further action.

David Ittner (00:47:59):

Allright. Thank you, Sydney. Is there a motion to that effect?
(00:48:01):

Sydney, is there a motion to non-effect?

PART 2 OF 4 ENDS [00:48:04]

Paul Lovgren (00:48:07):

This is Paul. I'll make that motion.

David Ittner (00:48:12):

Paul, do we have a second?

Pete Cameron (00:48:15):

This is Pete. I'll second.

David Ittner (00:48:20):

Thank you, Pete. Any discussion? All right, hearing none. All in favor, say aye.
Board Members (00:48:29):

Aye. Aye. Aye.

David Ittner (00:48:34):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right. Hearing none, the motion passes. We'll move on
to agendaitem 8.7. Sydney?

Sydney Muhle (00:48:51):

Thank you, Mr. Chair. This is case number 2025-02-0666-00FDE. The complainant filed a
complaint with the Washington State Funeral and Cemetery Board alleging that the
respondent failed to provide information requested by the U.S. Naval Cemetery for
placement of cremated remains at the cemetery. Faxar, the funeral director for the
respondent firm, who served the family in question, was at the service and the employee



who answered the complainant's call wanted to verify the information before she released
it. The funeral director for the respondent firm returned from the service and provided the
information and documentation to the respondent before the close of business, but after
the complaint had been filed, the recommendation is to close with no further action.

David Ittner (00:49:49):

Allright. Thank you. Sydney, do we have a motion?
Paul Lovgren (00:49:56):

This is Paul. So moved.

David Ittner (00:50:01):

Thanks, Paul.

Rick Little (00:50:04):

This is Rick. I'll second it.

David Ittner (00:50:09):

Thank you, Rick. All right, any discussion? All right. Hearing none. All in favor say aye.
Board Members (00:50:25):

Aye.

David Ittner (00:50:32):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All motion passes. Thank you. We'll move on to agenda
item 8.7. Sydney.

Sydney Muhle (00:50:48):

Allright. Thank you, Mr. chair, this is case number 2025-03-0951-00FDE. This complaint
alleges hazards within the facility to include water leaks, gas exposure, growth of mold and
fungus, exposed wires, a breaker box in the cooler, undignified storage of human remains,
and an unprofessional work environment.

(00:51:16):

The specifics in the complaints include mold growth, soaked carpets, neglected crypts,
improper storage of human remains, scattering, cremated remains without the proper
license, gas exposure from the crematory resource, electrical hazards, improper use of
login credentials to whales, failure to provide services for scattering cremated remains at
sea, poor treatment of employees. Illegal breaker boxin cooler.

(00:51:50):



Faxer, the State Inspector for the funeral and Cemetery board conducted an unannounced
inspection of the respondents facility on March 28th, 2025. Also, the Department of Labor
and Industries conducted a walk through of the facility in April of 2025. Although the board
inspector did not describe mold growth, she clearly documented water issues to include
standing water, soaked carpets, and water staining in the mausoleum portion of the
facility. Some of the water staining was on the crypts themselves and could be classified
as neglect. No improper charge of human remains was observed, but there is a question as
to whether the converted store room can be described as a quote, "mechanically or
commercially acceptable refrigerator holding area" as required by WAC 308480312A. As to
scattering cremated remains without a proper license. The respondents final disposition
permitis active.

(00:52:56):

The walk through from the Department of Labor and Industries yielded no findable
offenses within the facility. No gas leaks or electrical hazards were noted. The board
inspector, however, documented electrical wiring that was clearly visible due to the lack of
ceiling tiles. The respondent denies the improper use of login credentials, and states that
the principal complainant received training on Washington Health and Life event system
from the respondent, vital records and the Department of Health. The respondent also
states the complainant was provided with direct access to Whales at her request. The
respondent denies that they improperly accepted payment from clients for the scattering
of cremated remains at [inaudible 00:53:45].Conduct within the workplace is beyond the
scope of the Washington State Funeral and Cemetery Board.

(00:53:49):

Finally, the state board inspector could not find specific enforceable regulation that
precluded a breaker box from being installed within a cooler unit. The recommendation is
to close with a letter of education.

David Ittner (00:54:11):

Allright, thank you. So do we have a motion?
Pete Cameron (00:54:27):

This is Pete. So moved.

David Ittner (00:54:27):

Thank you, Pete. Do we have a second?
Paul Lovgren (00:54:33):

This is Paul. I'll second.



David Ittner (00:54:37):
Thank you, Paul. Any discussion, comments, questions?
Rick Little (00:54:46):

This is Rick. Just quick question. He did not sign off on this as case manager data. Is that a
factor or does it matter?

Sydney Muhle (00:55:00):

He submitted it to us by email, so we have proof that he was the one that submitted it. But
we'll make sure that it has been properly signed before it's included with the case file.

Rick Little (00:55:10):

And all three of these, are they are basically the same situation of the same place or same?
| was also wondering what the case is.

Sydney Muhle (00:55:22):

| believe they're similar, but | am going to defer to Pam or Riley. I'm not sure who'd be
Inspector Rose.

Rylee Melot (00:55:32):

This is Rylee. All three complaints are very similar. There are two complainants, so two of
the complaints were a duplicate, and then the third was just a separate complainant, but
very similar if not the same complaint.

David Ittner (00:55:55):

Okay. My question, just again, reading through this and hearing you read through this,
Sydney, it doesn't appear that there was an identified potential violation and so I'm curious
as to what the letter of education speaks to.

Sydney Muhle (00:56:23):

Unfortunately, | do not have a copy of the letter of education and | don't believe Grace was
able to join us today.

David Ittner (00:56:34):
Okay.
Sydney Muhle (00:56:34):

I don't know. | thought | saw Nathan Buck plugin. Nate, do you happen to have a copy of
that?



Nathan Buck (00:56:43):

Hello, this is Nathan Buck. I'm a program manager. So no, | don't have that at the moment.
We'll go ahead and try to track that down for the board and we'll provide that to Cindy if we
can find that.

David Ittner (00:56:56):

Okay. Thank you. And Riley, do you have any further comment on, it sounds like you were
the inspector here or the investigator, relative to my question as to what the potential?

Rylee Melot (00:57:10):

| was working with Grace recently on the letter of education and we were not able to find a
specific rule or regulation to site regarding expectations for cemetery maintenance at
minimum, and | have not seen the draft of the letter.

David Ittner (00:57:34):

Okay, thank you.

Angela Ward (00:57:36):

This is Angie. Is there any other history of unsatisfactory site visits with this firm?
Rylee Melot (00:57:55):

I would need to do some research to answer that question, as I'm fairly new to Department
of Licensing. Pam, do you have any insight?

Pam O'Reilly (00:58:09):
I'm sorry, | was answering a message and | didn't hear your question, Riley.
Angela Ward (00:58:16):

This is Angie. Pam, what | asked was if we had any history with this organization for
unsatisfactory or noted problems during their reviews or their inspections?

Pam O'Reilly (00:58:39):

I don't recall any that are related to this type of situation. | believe this business had
matters before the board for unrelated issues, however.

Angela Ward (00:59:04):
Thank you.
Rick Little (00:59:09):

This is Rick. It sounds to me like a letter of education would not be pertinent to this.



David Ittner (00:59:22):

Yeah, | think we would need more information. | mean, it sounds like there's obviously
some significant facility concerns that could potentially be categorized as bordering on
unprofessional conduct. But | guess | would like to see that letter of education and before
maybe approving this one. But at the end of the day, it doesn't sound like there was also
any sort of identifiable violation as well. So any further comments?

Lacie Jendryka (01:00:07):

This is Lacey. | agree with what you just said. It sounds almost just kind of like a really
disgruntled employee type of situation that was kind of reaching with accusations. And
then uponinspection by us and L and |, find much. So | would be curious what the letter of
education would say as well if we were to send that.

David Ittner (01:00:36):

Yeah, so my recommendation would be then we review that prior to approving it in this
case. And so just from a procedural standpoint, would we still go ahead and call for the
vote? Or perhaps maybe we need to modify the motion, | guess would be the question.

Sydney Muhle (01:01:02):

You can either modify the motion motion, you could proceed with the vote and the vote
could fail or Board Member Cameron could withdraw the motion and you guys can just
provide direction that this case be returned at the next meeting. What additional
information on the letter of education can be provided.

David Ittner (01:01:26):

Okay. | think that latter option sounds ideal, but | guess we'd have to ask Pete to withdraw
his motion.

Pete Cameron (01:01:37):

Yeah, this is Pete. I'm going to withdraw that motion and make a recommendation that we
table these next three complaint cases until we can connect with Dante and make sure
that we have our ducks lined up. It sounds like there's some unanswered questions here
that need to be reviewed.

David Ittner (01:02:00):
| concur with your recommendation.
Rick Little (01:02:02):

I'll second that.



David Ittner (01:02:08):

Allright. Okay. Well, thank you. That will move us down, if it's okay to just use that same
recommendation, for item 8.8 and 8.9. That takes us to 8.10, which is also Sydney. Is that
right?

Sydney Muhle (01:02:34):

So I think we're applying that to 8.8, 8.9 and 8.10. So it would take us to 8.11.
David Ittner (01:02:43):

8.11. Allright, there we go.

Sydney Muhle (01:02:45):

Okay. All right. Make sure I'm on the right page. Okay. This is case number 202504-1482-
OOFDE. The complainant alleges that the respondent should not have released the
cremated remains of her brother to the brother's daughter because her brother's daughter
is estranged from the family and excluded in the brother's will. She believes that she, the
executor, should be able to determine the disposition of his cremated remains.

(01:03:25):

The facts are that the deceased will list the complainant as personal representative. The
will provides provisions for personal belongings, firearms, spurn vehicles, insurance
policies, and personal injury lawsuit proceeds. As a miscellaneous provision, the
deceased does exclude his daughter. He did not, however, make provisions for the
cremation of the disposition of his cremated remains. The respondent correctly had the
deceased daughter sign the cremation authorization and released the cremated remains
to the deceased daughter per RCW-685162D. The recommendation is to close with no
further action.

David Ittner (01:04:18):

Allright, thank you Sydney. Do we have a motion to that effect?
Pete Cameron (01:04:26):

This is Pete. So move.

David Ittner (01:04:32):

Thank you, Pete. Second?

Rick Little (01:04:43):

This is Rick. I'll second it.



David Ittner (01:04:46):
Thank you, Rick. Any discussion?
Lacie Jendryka (01:04:48):

This is Lacey. | just have a quick questions. So in a situation like this, the family gets some
sort of a closing letter, | assume, saying that this is done and over with? Yes.

Sydney Muhle (01:05:06):

Yes. | believe that we do provide something in writing to both the complainant and
respondent notifying them of the final position of the case.

Lacie Jendryka (01:05:15):

Thank you.

David Ittner (01:05:16):

Allright, any further discussion? Allright. All in favor say aye.

Board Members (01:05:28):

Aye.

David Ittner (01:05:34):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right, motion passes. Item 8.12, Sydney.
Sydney Muhle (01:05:48):

Thank you Mr. Chair. I'm going to have to have a conversation with Mr. Gutierrez more
about going on vacation with the many cases on the agenda. This is case number 2025-06-
2385- 00FDE.

(01:06:05):

The complainant alleges that the respondent funeral home failed to provide an invoice for
services, failed to send the correct number of death certificates and failed to mail shell
casings from volley's fire as part of the brother's military honors. Also, the complainant
alleges that the respondent did not provide the casket she selected and that monies paid
on her husband's behalf were not credited or refunded to her account. The facts are the
complainant lives in another state and made arrangements with the respondent virtually.
The respondent videoed the graveside service that was contracted. The video showed a
different color casket than that selected by the complainant.

(01:06:54):



The respondent asserts, the casket used was of equal value to that selected, but he
refunded the complainant $400, which she accepted. The respondent mailed the flag used
during the graveside service, but was unable to mail the shell casings because the US Post
office would not accept them because they were deemed hazardous. The casings are in
the respondent's possession, and the complainant has been told she can designate
someone to pick them up. The respondent did send the complainant a statement of goods
and services. The monies expected and eventually paid by hostages are not clearly
indicated.

(01:07:38):

Also, on the statement the respondent charges $30 per certificate rather than the $25 that
Washington State charges. The respondent initially sent only three death certificates of the
five that were ordered, but subsequently sent the other two when the complainant
complained. Although there appear to be several errors in the arrangement and delivery of
services for the complainant's husband, the respondent was quick to rectify issues and
provide a refund. Clear disclosures on the statement of goods and services, however
would help avoid issues. And the recommendation is to close with a letter of education,
specifically regarding payments and cash advances on the statement of goods and
services.

David Ittner (01:08:31):

Allright, thank you Sydney. I've been looking for a motion to close with a letter of
education.

Pete Cameron (01:08:51):

This is Pete. So move.

David Ittner (01:08:54):

Thank you, Pete. Do we have a second?

Paul Lovgren (01:08:56):

This is Paul. I'll second.

David Ittner (01:09:04):

Thank you, Paul.

(01:09:09):

Do we have any discussion? All right, hearing none. All in favor say aye.

Board Members (01:09:25):



Aye. Aye. Aye. Aye. Aye.
David Ittner (01:09:33):

Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right. Motion passes. Sydney, your job is done for the
time being, we will move it to item 8.13. Board member Lundgren.

Nathan Buck (01:09:52):

And | apologize real quick, Chair, if | can just jump in real quick. This is Nathan Buck, again,
program manager. | do have a response to the question the board had earlier for the letter
of education for agenda items 8.8 to 8.10. | can present that now if the board wants to, or |
canjust go ahead and provide that to Sydney for a later date.

David Ittner (01:10:17):
Well, | think if we can get it taken care of now, it'd probably be ideal.
Nathan Buck (01:10:25):

Okay, great. Thank you very much. And again, my name is Nathan Buck. I'm program
manager for Funeral Homes and Cemeteries. So the LOE for those agenda items was
looking at the unprofessional conduct and we would be looking at incompetence,
negligence, and failure to adequately supervise auxiliary staff.

David Ittner (01:10:57):
Any comments from the board or questions from the board relative to that?
Pete Cameron (01:11:07):

This is Pete. Pam, earlier had mentioned that this location or firm had had some issues
before. | guess hearing the unprofessional conduct in the letter of education, is this the
first time unprofessional conduct has been raised with this firm or would that something
that would take a little more research?

Pam O'Reilly (01:11:38):
This is Pam. That would probably take a little more research.
Pete Cameron (01:11:45):

So if this is Pete again. If that's the case, | still would recommend holding off on this one
until investigators and the case manager can look into this to make sure we don't have any
repeat violations.

Nathan Buck (01:12:03):

And we will have to...



(01:12:03):

And we will have to research a little bit more. Again, this is Nathan Buck. The previous one
was from 2016 that involved a completely different issue involving unlicensed practice. Or
aiding and abating unlicensed practice.

PART 3 OF 4 ENDS [01:12:04]
Rick Little (01:12:26):

This is Rick. | concur with Pete on that. Let's just find out more and then, maybe at the next
meeting or through email, check on that again.

David Ittner (01:12:48):

Great. Allright. Any other recommendations relative to the letter of education in the case? |
guess | would concur with board member Cameron and board member Little and move
that back to square one. Unless there's any other comment, | don't think that we need a
motion for that. But Nathan, thank you for pulling that up and researching that so quickly.

Nathan Buck (01:13:29):

You're welcome, Chair.

David Ittner (01:13:31):

Allright. Okay. We will move on to agenda item 8.13. Board member Lovgren.
Paul Lovgren (01:13:40):

In regards to case 2025-05-1788-00FDE, the complaint alleges that he was left out of his
mother's funeral arrangements, denied copies of the death certificate and was coerced
into signing his position authorization. Complainant says, "The funeral home identified his
estranged sister as the principal contact and refused to answer his questions."
Complainant claims that, "He was harassed by the funeral director and misled by staff."
Excuse me. Facts of the case. Complainant had repeated opportunities to participate in
the arrangements. The funeral home was communicative and documented their
conversations on his role in the arrangements provided him with information on the
pertinent legal statutes and directed him as to where he could obtain copies of the death
certificate. | recommend that we close this with no further action. The minutiae of this is
the fellow was asked to participate, and he declined because he had difficulty with his
sibling. That's what it boiled down to.

David Ittner (01:15:00):
Allright. Thank you, Paul. Is there a motion to that effect?

Rick Little (01:15:09):



This is Rick. So moved.

David Ittner (01:15:14):

Thank you Rick. We have a second?
Pete Cameron (01:15:18):

This is Pete. I'll second.

David Ittner (01:15:22):

Thank you, Pete. Any discussion? All right. Just kind of a clarifying question. He said he was
coerced into signing the disposition authorization, so sounds like there's only two siblings
in this case. They both signed the authorization. Has he given the indication as to why he
thought he was coerced into signing?

Paul Lovgren (01:15:49):

He was coerced into signing because he was told that they needed a majority of adult
children to sign, and if he hadn't signed within 45 days, then the cremation would take
place. He signed on day 44.

David Ittner (01:16:11):
Allright. Okay. Any further discussion? All right. I'm hearing none. Allin favor, say aye.
Paul Lovgren (01:16:20):
Aye.

Rick Little (01:16:20):
Aye.

Nathan Buck (01:16:20):
Aye.

Sydney Muhle (01:16:20):
Aye.

Pete Cameron (01:16:20):
Aye.

David Ittner (01:16:28):



Any opposed? Any abstentions? All right. Motion passes. Thank you. Okay, thanks
everyone for that. We'll move on to agenda item nine at 9.1, committee and task force
reports, starting with the Pet Cemetery Review Committee. Sydney?

Sydney Muhle (01:16:51):

This will be a very quick report. There is no new information on this topic, so we are still
waiting to hear back from the legislature in representative Orwell's office on next steps for
what they would like to do regarding pet cemeteries.

David Ittner (01:17:09):

Allright, great. Thank you, Sydney. Item 9.1B is disposition facility equipment. And | can
give a brief update and then ask for other members of the committee and/or Sydney to
provide some input. We met with the Department of Ecology and with the goal of just
expressing some of the comments and concerns that we have heard from members of the
public and also the industry. And | would describe the conversation as, | guess, cordial and
productive and in terms of just understanding how they handle things and view things. |
think that they genuinely would like to be helpful. They have their processes and their
standards that they adhere to. And I'll just go through a couple of my notes and then if
anybody else wants to chime in, please do.

(01:18:17):

But a couple of things that they mentioned is the state of Washington, is their standards
are more strict than the federal guidelines, the federal requirements. Obviously we're
looking at two specific outputs being chromium and mercury. And in most areas, but not
all the local clean agencies are the ones that regulate the permits and such. The
Department of Ecology sets the parameters but doesn't necessarily regulate unless there
isn't a local clean air agency in a specific county or location. Let's see, what else do we
have here? They communicated that their standards were set to be protective due to state
and federal laws. They expressed the desire to wanting to make the process smooth as
smooth as possible. Whether or not that's certain individual's experiences or not is a
question, but they did express to our committee that they take those comments seriously.

(01:19:32):

One of the things that they were looking, or are looking, into is the refractory bricks, and
they're looking for options that would potentially have low chromium options in terms of
the product themselves. | asked if they had been working with any suppliers on that. They
have reached out to some of those manufacturers, so they didn't provide a timeframe on
that research, but that is something that they're looking into. They mentioned that
apparently, | think they can provide it, but there's a list of consultants that people can work
with in order to help facilitate the process of applying for and securing a permit for
equipment. So at the end, | guess they did express they understood where our comments



and our concerns were coming from, and they also expressed a willingness to assist
applicants during the permitting process. So, that's what | have. I'll look to board member
Cameron and/or Sydney to comment on that.

Pete Cameron (01:20:55):

This is Pete. | kind of had most of those same notes. | thought it was a good discussion.
They seemed willing to listen. | did find it interesting that, and | hadn't thought about this,
but for those businesses that would like to put in a second or a third retort to keep an eye
on the spacing and how close together those units are, if they fall within a certain
geographical area, the permitting process can take a little bit longer because you're
concentrating more those pollutants going into a smaller area, which is something that |
hadn't thought of, but that basically said the same thing. Get your paperwork, have an idea
of how many, what kind of permits you're going to want to apply for the first time. Be
promptin yourresponses. They said that they'd be willing to work, so it was a good
meeting. | was impressed.

Sydney Muhle (01:21:58):

And the only two things | would add on top of what's already been shared is they did
express that when they're looking at setting those clean air regulations, one of the things
they do keep in mind is the cost-effectiveness to the industry. Because if the industry can't
afford to implement the new regulations, then the new regulations aren't really valuable.
So that was a good takeaway. But they also emphasize with that when they do listening
sessions, if you're finding that you're running into issues surrounding that, they have
opportunities through the Department of Ecology to submit those comments and
encouraged the industry to do so so that they have that knowledge and information
available to them.

(01:22:42):

And then the other takeaway was when facilities are looking at upgrading their equipment
or anything that's going to require that clean air permitting was to bring in the appropriate
clean air agency early into those discussions, start having those conversations before you
even start really looking at too much else. Just that way they can start having the
conversations about permits and all of the regulations very early on. And that was where
[inaudible 01:23:13] expressed, they did recommend... Or not recommend, but they did
highlight that there are consultants available throughout the state who can assistin
facilitating those conversations.

David Ittner (01:23:27):

Yep. Thank you, Sydney. Thank you, Pete. Allright. | think that's pretty much it there. If
there any other questions or comments from board members at all? All right, thank you.
That takes us to 9.1C, Rulemaking Committee. Sydney, | know that the committee will



provide the update here. If you could just give a little beginning your view on how the
process works a little bit so that we can jump in and speak to it.

Sydney Muhle (01:24:06):

Absolutely.

David Ittner (01:24:06):

But, | know you're very familiar. Yeah, thank you.
Sydney Muhle (01:24:09):

I am, so I'm happy to do that. So this committee came about as a result of several smaller
efforts to update a couple of pieces of the Washington administrative code that applies to
the funeral and cemetery industries. And we were trying to address a couple of smaller
things and then the more we got into the discussion, the more we realized that this was a
bigger discussion. And then Pam and Riley were kind enough to share a list of issues
they've been running into within the WAC and some areas that need to be addressed. So it
kind of snowballed into a little bit of a bigger discussion rather than trying to piece mail out
and continually opening that chapter.

(01:24:54):

We recommended to the board a couple of months ago that we pull that back, do a more
robust discussion and a little bit more of a in-depth review on the list of items that have
been brought forward and then put it forward as one rulemaking package. So the
committee has met a couple of times so far, is waiting on a little bit of work from me and a
staff that will be to them by the end of the week on just some details on what the statute or
what the chapters that have been identified are and what the recommended changes are.
And then we'll meet a couple more times. But our hope is to be able to bring something to
the board early in 2026 to fully roll out the rulemaking. And then once the board approves
of what's been submitted by the committee, then that'll kind of kick it over into the
rulemaking process for the agency. And there's an additional timeline involved in that.

David Ittner (01:26:05):

Great. Thank you, Sydney. That's a great explanation as to the status of that committee.
Board member Little, did you have any comment there at all?

Rick Little (01:26:14):

Yeah, one of the things that we are looking at is sure that we voted to take off the five-year
cap on the internship. We wanted to look at what that means and how we go about the
future with the internship and where we go from there.

David Ittner (01:26:46):



Yeah, thank you. Yeah, | don't have any further comment other than | think the group is still
interested in the process of the five-year internship cap. So there's been some comments
from other folks, other organizations relative to that, and we take those comments
seriously and are considering all perspectives and options there. So | think the
committee's been along with Sydney and the staff's help working through this as
thoughtfully as we possibly can. All right. Well that takes us to item 9.2, staff reports.
Sydney?

Sydney Muhle (01:27:37):

All right, we will start with our complaint status report. We have seven cases that are
currently in intake status, meaning they have not moved into the investigation portion yet.
One of those is a cemetery case and six are funeral cases. We have five funeral cases that
are currently in investigation, two that are in a legal review, and a grand total of 31 that are
in management review. Seven of those are cemetery, the other 24 are funeral. We have 57
closed cases and then that gives us a total of 102 cases as of July 21st. I'm happy to
answer any questions.

David Ittner (01:28:31):
Any questions or comments there? All right. Licensee account reports?
Sydney Muhle (01:28:43):

And this one has been provided to the board in the packet. As a reminder, we are moving
this what had been a formal report to the board at the meetings every quarter. We're
moving this to an annual basis for a more robust annual report. Were there any questions
on the licensee account report?

David Ittner (01:29:12):
No. Thank you for the information.
Sydney Muhle (01:29:16):

Okay. All right, then | can move into our recruitment update. So we have one position that
is currently available on the board that is Mr. Little's position. He has been kind enough to
remain in that position until replacement is appointed by the governor, but thatis a
cemetery position and that is where we have been struggling to get applicants. So that's
kind our recruitment update at the moment is we could really use some cemetery and
applicants for board. We have had a significant amount of interest from the funeral director
side, but we do not have any funeral director positions open until the middle of next year.

David Ittner (01:30:09):

All right. Well, thank you-



Rick Little (01:30:11):

I'm very happy to help out.
Sydney Muhle (01:30:15):
We appreciate it.

David Ittner (01:30:17):

Thank you, board member Little for continuing your service. All right. That takes us to the
action item list.

Sydney Muhle (01:30:28):

Allright, so we've kind of already gone through our committees, and | apologize, but | did
notinclude a Licensing Task Force Committee report. That committee has only met a
couple of times this quarter and is continuing their work and review on the licensing
feature questions. | already gave an update on the pet cemetery review, back update and
rulemaking subcommittees, so | will skip over those. And then with addressing in the
public comments about the licensing future task force, that email was sent into the
board's inbox. | believe | responded to it, but if not, | apologize to that public member and |
will get a response back ASAP. And then we just completed the recurrent update. Are there
any questions on the action item missed?

David Ittner (01:31:27):

Allright. Thank you for the staff report, Sydney. With that, we will move on to item 10,
public comments. Public may address the board on matters within the board's, either
verbally during the meeting or by submitting written comments in advance. Verbal
comments are limited to one three minute comment. Written comments are limited to no
more than 500 words and must be emailed to staff no less than two business days prior to
the meeting. In response to all public comments, the board is limited to requesting that the
matter be added to a future agenda for discussion or directing staff to study the matter
further.

(01:32:02):

Inflammatory comments and language will not be permitted. All right. Have any members
of the public who would like to comment? Okay. Hearing none. Last chance. We will move
on to agendaitem 11, the conclusion. 1.1 announcements. Do any board members have
any announcements, additional reports that they would like to make at this time? All right,
11.2. Are there any additional future agenda items that have not yet been discussed that
any board members would like to request for the next meeting? You guys are easy. All right.
11.3. Review of action items and items for the next meeting. Sydney?



Sydney Muhle (01:33:20):

We have the request for internship green statement and extension that the board
requested additional information on, so we'll be looking to bring that back, pending
response from the requester, as well as the three cases from Vice Chair Gutierrez
[inaudible 01:33:39] that will need to be returned to at the next meeting as well. And then
we will make sure that we include an agenda item for the licensing future task force report
as well. That was all | have.

David Ittner (01:33:54):

Great. Thank you, Sydney. With that, item 12, adjournment. The time is now 11:34 AM, and
this meeting is adjourned. Thank you all for attending. Appreciate everyone's help and
comments.

Rick Little (01:34:12):
Goodbye.

Sydney Muhle (01:34:13):
Thankyou, everyone.
Rick Little (01:34:13):

See you later.
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