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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSING AND REGULATION 

BEFORE THE STATE BOARD OF FUNERAL SERVICES 
 
 

 
 
 
 

ORDER 
 
 
 

 
 

          This matter came before the State Board of Funeral Service (“Board”) for hearing on July 23, 
2015, as a result of the Notice and Complaint served upon the above captioned Respondent on 
February 20, 2014 and filed with the Board. A quorum of Board members was present. The hearing 
was held pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §§40-1-90 and 40-19-90 (1976, as amended) and the provisions 
of the Administrative Procedures Act (the “APA”), S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-10, et seq. (1976, as 
amended), to determine whether sanctions should be imposed upon Respondent. Tracey R. Perlman, 
Esq., Assistant Disciplinary Counsel, represented the State. The Respondent was present and 
represented by Gary Frost, Esq. The Formal Complaint alleged that Respondent violated S. C. Code 
Ann. §§40-19-110(1), 40-19-290(A) and (D), 40-1-110(1)(f), (g) and (l) and Regulation §61-19(18)(a). 

 
EXHIBITS 

 
State’s #1 Notice of Hearing and Formal Complaint 
State’s #2 Authorization to Embalm dated June 16, 2014 
State’s #3 Working Documents for Funeral Program 
State’s #4 Newspaper Obituary for Winfred Mings, Sr. 
State’s #5 Death Certificate for Winfred Mings, Sr. 
State’s #6 Statement of Goods/Services Selected ($6,726.70) 
State’s #7 Copy of Funeral Contract with J. W. Woodward Funeral Home 
State’s #8 Copy of Letter of July 15, 2015 to Respondent Requesting Release of 

Body 
State’s #9 Death Certificate of Winfred Mings, Sr. 
State’s #10 Notice of Complaint Dated November 6, 2014 
State’s #11 Typewritten Response of Respondent to Complaint 
State’s #12 E-mail from Sharon Cooke (OIE) to Respondent of November 17, 

2014 

In the Matter of: 
 
MICHAEL A. GLENN, 
License No.: FD.2175 
 
OIE Case # 2014-43 
 
              Respondent   
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State’s #13 Typewritten Response of Respondent to Questions of Anita 
McMillian 

State’s #14 Statement of Services of L. Houston Cemetery Service  
State’s #15 Picture of Remains of Respondent 
State’s #16 Statement of Goods/Services Selected ($8,426.70) 
State’s #17 Respondent’s Master Checklist 
Respondent’s #1 May 18, 2015 Letter from Shelby Mings to Respondent 
Respondent’s #2 Funeral Program for Winfred Mings, Sr. 
Respondent’s #3 June 15, 2015 Letter from Anita McMillian to Respondent with 

Handwritten Response from Respondent 
Board’s Exhibit #1 Affidavit of Costs 

 
WITNESSES 

 
State’s Witnesses Anita McMillian 

Sharon Cooke 
Respondent’s Witnesses Michael A. Glenn 

 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

1.  Respondent was duly licensed in this State by the Board as a Funeral Director and was so 
licensed at all times relevant to the matters asserted in this action. The Board has jurisdiction over 
Respondent and the subject matter herein. 

 
2.  Respondent was a funeral director at The Michael A. Glenn Funeral Home, LLC 

(“Funeral Home”) at all times relevant to this matter. 
 
3.  Mr. Winfred Mings, Sr. died on Monday, June 16, 2014 at approximately 4:30 p.m. 
 
4.  Anita McMillian (“McMillian”), the daughter of Mr. Mings, contacted Respondent on 

June 16, 2014 in order to make funeral arrangements for her father. Respondent’s funeral home picked 
up the body on June 16th and Respondent himself met with McMillian and her brother at approximately 
9:00 p.m. to discuss funeral arrangements and costs. [State’s Ex. 3]. This meeting did not take place at 
Respondent’s funeral home. The goal at this time was to have the funeral services on June 21, 2014. 

 
5.  On June 16, 2014, McMillian signed an Authorization to Embalm with Respondent. 

[State’s Ex. 2] at approximately 9:00 p.m. On Tuesday, June 17, 2014, McMillian met with 
Respondent to work on the obituary. On Wednesday, June 18, 2014, McMillian and her mother went to 
Respondent’s funeral home to meet with Respondent in person. Respondent did not meet with them, 
indicating that he was busy with other funerals. Respondent did not present a written contract or 
discuss the cost of the funeral to be held on June 21, 2014. 
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6.  On Thursday, June 18, 2014, McMillian and Respondent met at the funeral home to 

discuss specifics regarding the arrangements. During this meeting, McMillian requested a breakdown 
of costs for the funeral service but Respondent failed to provide the same. 

 
7.   On Friday, June 20, 2014, Respondent again went to Respondent’s funeral home to meet 

with Respondent in order to discuss funeral arrangements and costs. Respondent was not available as 
he was at a funeral. Respondent met with Respondent’s secretary who arranged for viewing of the 
remains prior to public viewing. The secretary provided a cost estimate of approximately $7,600.00. 
McMillian instructed the secretary not to conduct the funeral because of lack of funds. The secretary 
informed her that the funeral would go forward in any event. 

 
8.  During the meeting of June 16, 2014, Respondent provided an estimated cost of 

$8,426.70. McMillian and her brother immediately indicated that they could not afford to pay this 
amount and not to go forward with the services. [State’s Ex. 16] The cost of the funeral was reduced to 
$6,726.70 but this amount could not be paid by the family. [State’s Ex. 6] Respondent conducted the 
service anyway on June 21, 2014 but did not bury Mr. Mings even though a grave had already been 
opened. [State’s Ex. 4] Rather, Mr. Mings’ remains were taken back to the funeral home where they 
remained even during the time of the hearing on this matter. The remains were not kept refrigerated. 
[State’s Ex. 15] 

 
9.  On or about July 1, 2015, McMillian requested that Respondent release the remains of 

Mings for burial by another funeral home. In a letter dated July 15, 2015, McMillian wrote Respondent 
to request release of the remains. [State’s Ex. 8] Respondent failed to release the remains without 
payment. 

 
10.  Respondent testified that the family of Mings could not agree regarding who would be 

the person responsible for paying for the funeral, and that he held the funeral anyway because he had 
already made arrangements to conduct the funeral on June 21, 2014 and that he wanted to “save face in 
the community.” [State’s Ex. 11]. 

 
11.  Respondent admitted that he did not timely file the death certificate for Mr. Mings. 

[State’s Ex. 5] 
 
12.  Respondent failed to provide a cost breakdown or contract for what amount the funeral 

services would be for Mr. Mings. 
 
13.  Respondent admitted that he did not have a written contract for funeral services relative 

to Mings. Rather, he only showed McMillian a general price list. 
 
14.  Respondent admitted that he did not bury Mings, even though the grave had been opened, 

because the grave space had not been paid for prior to the funeral. He also admitted that he could have 
advanced the costs of the grave space and charged the same to the estate of Mings. 
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15.  It is specifically found that the testimony of McMillian is credible. 
 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
1.  The Board has jurisdiction in this matter and, upon finding that a licensee has violated 

any of the provisions of S.C. Code Ann. §§40-1-110 or 40-19-110, has the authority to order the 
revocation or suspension of a license, issue a public reprimand, place a licensee on probation or restrict 
or suspend the individual’s license for a definite or indefinite time, and prescribe conditions to be met 
during probation, restriction, or suspension, including, but not limited to, satisfactory completion of 
additional education, of a supervisory period, or of continuing education programs. Additionally, the 
Board may impose a fine not to exceed five hundred dollars and the costs associated with the 
investigation and prosecution of the case. 

 
2.  Respondent violated S.C. Code Ann. §40-19-110(1) in that he made misrepresentations 

or committed fraud while engaged in the practice of funeral service. 
 
3.  Respondent violated S.C. Code Ann. §40-19-290(A) in that he failed to make every 

reasonable attempt to fulfill the desires of the persons making arrangements both as to services and 
merchandise. Respondent failed to disclose fully what is included in the funeral and failed to identify 
other related expenses before the arrangements were completed. 

 
4.  Respondent violated S.C. Code Ann. §40-19-290(D) in that he failed to provide a written 

statement signed by a representative of the funeral home and by the person authorizing the services 
showing the price of the service that the persons have selected and what is included in the service; the 
price of each of the supplemental items of the service and merchandise requested; the amount involved 
for each of the items for which the funeral service firm shall advance monies as an accommodation to 
the family; and the method of payment. 

 
5.  Respondent violated S.C. Code Ann. §40-1-110(1)(f) in that he committed a 

dishonorable, unethical or unprofessional act that is likely to deceive, defraud or harm the public. 
 
6.  Respondent violated S.C. Code Ann. §40-1-110(1)(g) in that he lacks the professional or 

ethical competence to practice the profession or occupation. 
 
7.  Respondent violated S.C. Code Ann. §40-1-110(1)(l) in that he violated the code of 

professional ethics adopted by the applicable licensing board for the regulated profession or occupation 
or adopted by the department with the advice of the advisory panel for the professions and occupations 
it directly regulates. 
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8.  Respondent violated S.C. Code Ann. Regs. 57-13(A)(6) in that he made 
misrepresentations concerning the services to be rendered or the funeral furnishings or disposition 
alternatives. 

 
9.  Respondent violated S.C. Code Ann. Regs. 61-19(18)(a) in that he failed to file a death 

certificate within five (5) days. 
 
10.  The sanctions imposed are consistent with the purpose of these proceedings and has been 

made after weighing the public interest and the need for the continued service of qualified funeral 
service practitioners against the countervailing concern that society be protected from professional 
ineptitude and misconduct. They are designed not to punish the Respondent, but to protect the welfare 
of the public at large. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that: 
 

1.  Respondent is publicly reprimanded. 
 
2.  Respondent is fined Three Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($3,500.00), representing a 

$500.00 penalty for each statutory violation. 
 
3.  In addition to the fine, Respondent shall pay investigative costs in the amount of One 

Hundred Eighty Dollars ($180.00) 
 
4.  Respondent’s license is permanently revoked. 

 
AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 

 
                     STATE BOARD OF FUNERAL SERVICE 

 
 
                     _____________________________________ 

                    Wallace McKnight, Jr. 
                    President of the Board 

 
October 9, 2015 
 


