STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION

215 PROFESSIONAL BUILDING
1036 QUARRIER STREET
CHARLESTON, WEST VIRGINIA 25301
TELEPHONE: 304·348·2616

Frank Tolli
Rt. 1, Box 958
Scarbro, WV 25917
Jack Gwinn
The Ohio Brass Co.
P.O. Box 450
Oak Hill, ~vv 25901
Paul A. Billups, Esq.
P.O. Box 2688
Huntington, WV 25726
John Pollack
Assistant Attorney General
E-26 State Capitol Bldg.
Charleston, WV 25305
RE:

Tolli v. Ohio Brass Co.
EA-605-85

Herewith please find the Order of the WV Human Rights
Commission in the above-styled and numbered case.
Pursuant to Article 5, Section 4 of the Administrative Procedures Act [WV Code, Chapter 29A, Article 5, Section 4] any party adversely affected by this final Order
may file a petition for judicial review in either the Circuit Court of Kanawha County, West Virginia or the Circuit
Court of the county wherein the petitioner resides or does
business, or with the judge of either in vacation, within
thirty (30) days of receipt of this Order. If no appeal
is filed by any party within thirty (30) days, the Order is
deemed final.

Frank Tolli
September 3, 1986
Page Two

The Respondent is required to provide to the Commission
proof of compliance with the attached Order by affidavit,
cancelled check or other means calculated to provide such
proof within thirty-five
(35) days of service of the enclosed Order.

Howard D. Kenn
Executive Director
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