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the matter for further proceedings before a near_ng e¥aminer, or a
final order modifying or setting aside the decision. Abssant unusual
circumstances duly noted by the commission, neithexr the parties nor
thelr counsel may anpear bhefore the commission 1n support of tTheir
position regarding the appeal.

10.7. wnen remanding a matier for furtiher procesdéin

gs beifore

a  hearing examiner, he commigsion shall speciiy the reason(s) for

: Lﬁa remand. and the spec‘fﬂc igsue(s) to be dsveloped and .decided bv
'the e%amlaer on rﬁmaﬁd I R ? S |

'In  coqszderlng “a’ no appeal;' the commission

shall limit ﬂtw review to whe*%e“ the exapiner's decision is:

A ,-;O ajx.ﬂ In con:c:m
the statve” and Lhe Unz;ef




o

10.9.

R Thie [ avent % ranetic om & asaring
examiner's finzl decigicn s not f:lad Tyith f ¢) “davs.iief
recaipt of the same, the commission 3hall issue a final order sfisrm-
11g tThe examiner's final decizlon; provided, That tThs commisgsion, . on
1Ts  own, may wmodily or set asids the deciszion inscfar as it cl=zriy
excaads the statutory authority or Jjurisdiction o©f the commission.
The final ordsr of the cemmissicn shall be served in accordance Wit

“Rule 9.5.¢

ised to contact the exssu-

£ you have any guestions,
2 addreass.

five diracrtor of the commission

cc: Quewanncoii €. Stephens, Executive Diractor
Glenda S. Gooden, Legal Unit Managsr




BEFORE THE WEST VIRGINIA HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION .

MARY L. GRAY,:
Complainant,

DOCKET NUMBER{S): PAR-72-37

V.
BECKXLEY NITE SPOT AND
JOHANNA SPADE,

Respondent..

HEARING EXAMINER'S FINAL\DECISiQNf
ed matter, was convened

A public hearing, in the above-caption

on  March 22, 19%0, in

Ferguson, Hesaring Examiner.

The complainant, Mary L. Gray, appearad in person and by
counsel{ K;m_Farha, Assistant Attorney General. The respondani, |
'Becklengzt§;3§pt,.appearad by its manac Jehanna Spade.

'Aii; p§6§osaé S findings submi““&d by ths pafties.iha;g bgan ‘
| relatioii to hthe;fadjudicatdry reg;rd

: TR _ 4 i

7;¢nsidaréd
all propesed conclusions of 1aw;énf

have hean .

recerd, & P

¢ Dby
legal “analysis -

*.advance




conclusions and  argument  ars 1iconsistanc zherawith. they have besn o
rejecned. Cerzain propesed  findings and concliugisns have Dbeen
omitt=d as noT relaevant or not necessary To a proper decisicn. To

the extent that the testimony of various witnesses is not  in accord

with the findings as s:tated herein, it iz not credited.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The complainant, Mary L. Gray, is_aibléck femaleékﬁ

2. The raspondent, Beckley Nite Spot,_-was é Vﬂighgl club
astabliishment lcocated at Scuth Faveitte 8%t,, Beckley, Wast Virginia.

3. The raspondent, Jcohanna Spads, was the co-managay of <the
Beckley Nite Spot.

4. The complainant, on Mother's Day, May, 1588, accompanied bg“
her friends Hollis Watts, Teresa Radford and Perry rice, patroni:eé_
the respondent's business establishment.

5. Hellis Watts 1s a Dblack male. Teresa Radford and Perzy
Price afe both whité. |

6.'¥Th§_comglainant was not a zlub member of“ the Beckléy Ni;é

;.s;ﬁt. | -

=

Hollis Watts, Terssa

rs of the Beckley Nita Spot.

Mother's'Day, 1986, was the f£i

been in respondent's establishmenct.

9. _The ' respondent did not

reguired complainant.and her thras




10. The complainanz and her boyfriend. Hollis
:Lv blacks in the 3eckley Nita

11. A Dpatron azked Eo

replied Jﬁéllis” fhé patron statved, "wWhat kind,aﬁﬂname"is_thau ‘for a
niggexr?™ | :

12, A racrally derogatory racord the respe ?ﬂEQE ha d rurchassd

with a3 Nigger® was

and placed on herv ‘?xebax 2acvitled "She Ran QIf

bar started singing . with the song,

patrons  in  ths

yelling racial epithets such as "Yee hi, niggers," laughing, égéériné

and having fun with the song.
sTarted sSnickering

and pointing a7  tha

14, Many DatIrons

complainant's tahle.
the complainant when .

R

Although the respondent apologized to

15.
playing of the record, the respondent did no*:‘.";-;::=

she obiected to the
to calm the crowd or to eject the record from the jukebox.
the reccrd

attempt

16. 'The complainant was offended and outraged Dy
by the racial harassment she experisnced while in respondent’

L

establishment.

S 17,

lagve uhﬂ pram*sec

wagked To

‘@Ha re;ponaept

-money they had eypended for -'alr

'money ;Qr'comp¢a1nant’s and

. The _respondeﬁ' did not ask white pau;o sjwﬁé:héfaséeaﬂa

SRR 7._‘19“'

to laave “be’premlsesu

an i

'harangﬁéd;theicomnlal*




20. Tas raspondent. Joh nna Spau*,ﬁ ;atédrtﬂat'cﬁfafgivén
there wers -probhably as many non—members';n the night club as ¢

wel'e Meliels,

21, The respondsnt acknowledgsd :na*_the__racord‘”she purchased
"could Dbpe® raciallv offensive but marntained thart it was played "all
in Zun®; that 1t was a "meoney maxer®; and that "Lots of Feopls cam=

in dust to hear the song.t

DISCUSSION

The West Virginia Human Rights Act at Cede §3-11-3(3) defines

a place of public accommodation as "any establishment or person, as

defined hereon, inciuding <the s<tate, or . any political or caivil

subdivision thereof, which offers its sarvices, goods, facilities or

e

not inciude any

accommedations tTo the gan e*al public, bur shall
accommodations which are in their nature pfivateQ“

| Respondent claims that it ig a  priVaﬁe C?Lbl' nd ﬁencex exemp* )
from the Jurisdiction of the WeSt: 7 fgln*a Human R’gdbs:Act. In

Jra?l01aie.

asserting tiai §*d f ense, respondent offers the following

"ATIY C&hb th

liquer . in .the ~State f West Vi

1vatuwclub

Compiaznant'submits that while respondent's
regarded as a “private club® for one_pufpcse'uﬁder the”law (liquoi

‘ﬂ41i¢ensing)_taat cireu

mean that “ it dgualifies

mstance dcaes noto’




accommodarion wilsh - ;. T2 n3ture PrivaTae.. @l araiv

2 Wes<t Virginia Human Rights, Rct.
Tha  West Virginia Supreme Court ST Appeals has neot specafically

addéresged tThe issue oI what 1s meanT py the saxemptlion provided under

Nor l1as thie £OUTT pagsed on the relavionship

La

!VI .

L0 The private club 2xeEpLicn Trov

9

Howaver, whem faced with gquestions regarding

West Virginia Human Rights

Appeals ﬁas looiéd;*in the abéé;é;
cf sgister states and to cases construing federal civii rignts
statutes. Under these coaditionz, the nearast analogy can be drawn
.bv looking to federal cases analviing thercpngigt of private clubs.

Reliance on federal case law warrants'recalling, that during ths

2

%20's and =arly 19%7CG's, the fadaral courts wers delugsd wit

33

lawsuits against discriminactory establisnments c¢laiming toc bhe

"private clubs" and thereicrs exemrpt freom the Civil Rights  Act of

1064, During this era of stubborn resistance teo desegregation,

particularly in the Deep South, . the  : i courts

pragmatic <=tTotality of the circumséan;es

1.

an establishmins is indeed a bona fide private club. C

aithougn The ‘court Zfound 'in Shephardstown .V Fire

Dept. v. West Virginis Human Richts Commission, 308 S.E.2d 342 (WV.
12831, =that =z voiunieer ZI.Te department . constituted 7 aTiipublic’
caccommodation, it 'iwas the Iire depariment!s "SLATUTOTY Lt lonT

‘o public funding which thecourt looked to in’ hin
S that he nLfive: R e




ffwdramerl%¢ ledisiz

CApplication of 426lte} eof ¢ il Rich

the Act's Covaraga Private Clubs and Other Zskablizzment Ner  ir

£yom
Tact Qren To the Public, 3 ALR Fa2d. 8324 (1988) .7
Bagead on faderal oraecedent, tha starting DpointT in the

commission' s analysis is to recognize that respondent, as the party

claiminq an ‘exempIion from the Human Rights Act, bsars =the Durden of

proving that it Lruly operates 2z private club. Nesmozh v, ¥YMCA, 397,

F.24 96 (4th Cir. 18€8): Unitved States v, Rlchna g, 398 p.24 323 (s5¢h

cir. 1986); Wright v. Cork Club, 315 F. Supp. 1243 (S.D. Tex. 1970);

United States'v.ﬁzordan, 302 F.'Supp;'370 (E.D La. 1969}

There are paculiar poliicy conside:aticns and rulas of gtatutory
constTruction which apply whenever a court gonstrues remedial
legislation zuch as the 'Wesf . Virginia Human Riéhts Act.
Specifically, ecoverags of the pct mistT pe construed broadly and any
exempticns to The - sgtatuts, conversely, must' . be conscrued

2/

NArTOWLY. Frank's Shoe Store v. West Virginia Human Rights

.}

Commission, 365 g.E.

24 251 (1926) {(Human Righits Ag:t must b=

construed breoadiy +to affectuate policies enunciated.mn

§5-11-2 & 13); Ouijano v. University zaderal cr edit’

2/

Lcourts

rula’

O e f

Thi "is . fo Y insiintersretin i
~applying exemptions to. broad, T emedial -leg;s?a ion.# :
Vallev Towing Co., 513 F.24 100 {(9th Cir. 1875}V {exemptionsd=“to , Fal
Laber 3Standards Act must be construed narrcwly). | Under nes
S circumstances, respondent's . resort . tfo . generic rules  of ‘sta T
construction,. rather . than the .rules of structicn ‘relat T

Tio%n, inappropriatce




E alven a broaﬂ CORSTILCTL -ony; Zaxer v, Stuart  fxszdcasting .. 8o, S60.

,.'2d 389 (3"w c1r. 19?7;}

}

Ta  fhe case  at  har, the calv Tevidence taat resunendent has
offersd 1in suppo““ of its claim to private ¢lub status 15  testimony
of rasponden:/owner Johannz Spade :hat iz 13 a cluk "that sells

ligquor in the S8tzte of West Virginia and thevefors 3 privats club.®
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Thig commission's
responcen:‘s testlmonv anou_ _seliing"liqﬁof is insuffic;ent as =
matter 0‘7'*aw to n;owe tha' ts estab ishment 15 a bona fidg‘private
ciuﬁ.' Indeed‘ had rﬂsponden, profF thé llghok 1icenéa-fgf the
Becklev HNite Spot in evidence éf 1ts pos:tlon, it would stiil b2

inadeqgquates. Wright v. Cork Cilub, 315 F. Bupp. 1143 ({(S.D. Tex.

I

1270) . In“ﬁriqht, a racially segrecgatad club advanced the argument
That i1ts liguor license issued -pursuant o Tekas‘ liguor law
sstabhlished ﬁhat it was a.true §“ vate cluz‘ The court forcéfullfi
reiected the club’s‘ciaim to private club status.

The court in wright examines several variables which evoclved
inte certain "minimum standards," for détexmigﬁngjprivaté;gluh sratus
.which includé;‘ | |

{1) whether <the club has e$tablis ed nauﬁ ne*y to  screen

applicants gg; menue?shl ; Tillman," sunra, CWTL aht “v. Salisburvy

!")

lun, supla*

S Club, supra;‘and'WIight ?.’Ccrﬁ

- services

v. Cork Ciub




DL Wrs, 197%0: Unised States v. uac\ Sabin's

472 T, supp. Ll

Private Clup, 26% F. Supp. 99 {(E.D. La. 1987);

{3) whether the organizzticn is controlled oy the membérsnlp
either in the form of general maellngs oI some cther organizational

foerm; Depaul, supra; Wright v. CorX Club, supra; Cornelius,

SUpPra:
{4) whether the organizarticn is profit or neon-profit; Wricgh:t

v, Corik Club, supra; wliliams, supra; Ceornelius. supra:

{35} wnat&ar pwbl*clty is directed sclely to members for their

_infcrmatlon,and guldance; eru%t V. Cork Club, supra;

(6} whether the organization is a club in the ordinary sanse oI

the word; Daniel v. ¥Paul, 295 U.3., 298 (15¢9).

Utilizing the ahove minimum standards enunciated by the wvarious
federal courts, it is clear that respondent does not meet the minimum
standards of a "truly owprivate club® as daveloped by the federal

courts and applied Dby the EERCC. In our case, respondant, Becklevy

b

Nite Srot, has-

ailed <£o ©prove ny cu lines Ior screaning

lA.,J

applicants for membership %o its night club. The avidence shows the
only reguilirement to enter Iinto the establishment was for the
individual to sign the guest book.

The respondent consistently £failed to limit the use of its

facilities and services strlctly'to'membe:s ané sona fide guests .of

members,. evidence reveais

friends were not even mesmbers of and

without the were admﬁuted into




a msmber. The testaimony c¢f rasgondeni, Johanna §pads, vyaflsctz ths

sham c¢i ths business concerning memnérship, S:nce she acdmitted Ths
| man? pmaople ware admlztéd petol cﬁe cLub jtéﬁ‘by h”Gq_ug arn. em@loyaé ol
the ;esponden:f_ withogpv any membe:ship,__and co;robcra;g; thg_ﬁa;t
That the club was accagsibkle To peopls who wars nsﬁ mampars or Zena

idz  guestzs oI memberz. It defpacts the pursos: of a privats ciud To

ih

allow the indiscriminarte use ¢f c_ub facilities by non-memiers on  a

regular basis.sf Wwright v, Co=¥ Club, supra. The * respondéeant
""oduces no evidance that gives any dlcatlon Eac_ members wars
permitted to have any control over the oPePat on or organ zat&onal

formalities of the club. Thers 1s 1o testimony supporting wihether

the membzrship o¢f the c¢lub scheduled general mestings to formulats
the wolicies ©f the c¢lub. An  organization hardly =msets the

definiticn of & private asseociation where the members do not meet

together. Wright v, Cork Clubk, supra, at 1152: HNesmith . YMCh,

337 F.2d at 102, The respondent was a business establishment in
operation solely as a private-making source. IZ a clunr 1is =

commercial enterprise operataed for the Dbhenefit of one person or a

small group, the privats club status is not mex., wWright wv. Cork

Club, suonra.

that

] -
JAniaL

1y, »aT  1s  det rﬁ*ned

respondent’s a: that tn




and ZJoes nof purgort to ba a - minding, adiudicatory decisicn wWhicn o

would sa:asiy the _requ;reme For ‘1nvog;ag :ﬁé rale of co

estoppel 1n Sururs legal procesdings.  Conlev v, Soillsr. 321 §.%.28
215 (WV 1983}.m seconﬁ, The Liguor Com41531onar n23 a vested interes:
in construing Wes, Virginia's liguor ii:ansmnq STALUTEe broadiy ior
licensing purposes. Suca a3 congsiiucTion minirized ravenus for ths

state.

Mcrﬁovuh. in Wright v.

stated :hat, even 1f the
under the Texas Liguor Contrel Act, if is not persuasive. with regard

to the Civil Rights Act. Thus, thes respondent’sz cqualificationsg as a

privarte club ghould be determined by the siz minimum standards listaed
ahove. Under those standards., respondent 13 a place of gudblic
accommodation.

Consideration of the Marits

The West Virginia Human Rights Act Pprovides in pertinent part
that:

[Tlt shall be an unlawful discriminatory practice

any person, being the owner, lasses, proprietor, @pRanag

SUPE&lﬁ»&nﬁaﬁﬁ, agent ov enplovee ¢ any nolace of p
accommodau,oj o '

Aiiold,_;_.;,.‘fram cand - den to an

o ause . of his race, religion, color,

"QV;nauloﬁa- anceCtry ‘sax, - age, blindness lor

handicap ]elthav“ ‘direct cr-indirectly, any of

the ... commodatlcqm, “aavantage . facilities,

privileges “ecr ssrvices  of such place of publiz
(ay(s)(a).

accommodations.... (WY Code §3-11-9




decision, F-Mart Corm. V. West Virginia Humap Richts Commissicn,

383 5.5.2d 277 (WV 1988) addressed the elemen=s The complainant must
prove 1in order tTo esgtabhlish a prima facis case ¢f discrimination in a
place of publ | o

‘(a\ that the complainant is5 a merber of a protected class;

(o) that tihe complainanit  attempted te  avail himeeli of  che
"accommoéatipns, advantagas, privilegss or ‘services" of a place of
public acéo&modat;cn; and

{c) that the | *éccommédatibns, ad&anéééas, privileges or
sarvicas" ware withheld, denied or refused te the complainant.

The <complainant's o»rima £facie case <can e vebutted 1f the
respondent presents a nondiscriminatory reason for the action in
question sufflcient to overcome the Inference of discriminatory
intent.

The complainant may still prevail if it can »e shown <that <the
redgoen gaven by the respondent is mersly a pretext for a
discriminatory motive.

It should he noted that the court 1in X-Mart recognized the
dirth of dééisional law in West‘ Virginisz ééaling with -public

.accommodationgggiscrimination, however, the scheme of  proof as

i

contained <tTherein, can ' he applied with sSome adaptati

WO “of “the complaina n:fé"érima“ .

undisputed; namely, her protected class membership: and romplaﬁnant sif
autampt ba avail herself of responcdent's facility and ;ne“v1ues Son:

Mothe“* Eav in 1986. T




" is more circumspect. Aithougn the evidence of racord reveals tlact

the complainant and eI companions were "admitied" to respondent's

establi hment, the sesquence of events £rom that poins Zcrwazd
demonstrats, convineingly, thazc, in fact, respondent's

accommodations, services and privileges Wwersa raiused, wzthha;d and
denied her.

The record reveals that, snortly aiter complainant and h=sr party
ware seated and served drinks, complainant's companion, Holii% watts,
was subjected to racially derogazory remarkﬁ by one of reSﬁondent's
other patrons, who asked him his name and then .commenééd "Whai kind
©0f name is that for a nigger?"

The avidence of record further reveals that resspondsnt's
manager, Jeohanna Spada, had preaviously purchased a racially
derogatory phoncgrari racord entitled "sShe Ran 0O£Ff with a Nigger,®
which admittedly she knew could be cffensive to blacks and placed it
on respondentts jukebox.

Credible testimon furthear ﬂs.ab71539¢ that Ms, Spade knowingly
permitted the playving of the record whiles the complainant and her
party were present; and also knoowingly permitted other patrons to

humiliate and embarrass tThe complainant and her companlions by

allowing the=sSgong to vlay, thersby inciting even more patrons to vell

L,

racial epithe“s at the LompLa:nanL, such ag "Yﬁa hﬂ, niggers"

e

. cheer, llaugh, po_ﬁt and sn*ckef au coanagnan Lable.J‘mhe

reveals that, wneq the compla nant ewpre ssed alsple sure’”an&
with +this 'raCially charged atmosphere, the respondent reguested that

the complainant and her party leave to aveid trouble. =




Ragtated, The Vary nacrow Lssus gprasented hara 15 wWasTgaer

-

complainant's subractLon To & racially hogtile environment at
respondent's place of public acecommedation 13 Tantamount to a denial
or reiusal Dby the rebponden: GI  the advantages, privileges c¢v

services of i1ts establilishment to tnhe complainan undaer the Wass

Visginia Human Righits Act.

ﬂ»

Borzowing from the arsa of enzlovment doscriminatzon law, ther
are a myriad of cases in both state and federal forums involving
claims of 'racially hostile envi:onmen:S'in the workforce '%he firax
¢case to recognize a cause of action based upon a diSCfiminatory work

environment was Rogers v. IELC, 454, F.24 234 {5th Cir. 1971).

in
Rogers, the c¢ourt neld that a claizmant could astablish a Title VIl

wviolation by showing that the emplover created and condoned a3 werk
environment charged with racial discrimination. Subseguently,
saeveral Jjurisdictions have refined that Tholding, finding that in
order to sustaln a racially hostils environment c¢laim, the employeaas
must show that thae allegeé. racial Tharassment coenstituted an
unreasonably abusive or oifensive senvironment; and that the employer

tolerated or condoned the situaticn. Erelia v. Chrvsler Plastic

Products Corp., 772 F.246 1250 (ath Clz. 1e85:%.

+he case at Dbar, ccomplainant nas

e
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astabliished that the haragssment sghs axperienced was raci

and ef fensive, and that re nondent S| managev toler=te& _a:

'the situatlcn, ,fsignifltantly, the

that respondant's managsery di

l-.i

rectliy foresaw{'3 contribu%é&"f'and
encouraged thiz racially volatila environment,_in itself, a direct .

RS S
L d~,n_

~contravention of WV Code§5*‘?




"L Tor any  mperscn...nor...aid, agioet {erol . ingite,.,.:nvy zzrsen o
encaga ia...unlawful GlECrIiminaTory ;ré Tica2s... " The complainant
nas establrsned = ovima facie case.

Tha resspondent's redasons for its  actTions  ware rticulatasd by
respondenc as Iollows: Responcant's manager, ohanna  Spade,
tasriized That the phonogrash racord was purchased and placed on ha

jukebox &35 a mon2Y Raker and o draw patrons, and that he record was
_plaved orl the night in question “"for fun." According <to Ms. Spade,
the complainant Dbscamz loud and disruptive}_mahlng a Yruckus" when
the song came on, and, therefors, she and her companions ware . asiked
to leave To avolid any trouble,

Respondent's raticnalse 135 disconcertedly discriminztoryvy on itis
face. However, 1f., by some stretch of logia, its legitimscy could bDe
argued, the complainant has established raspondent's raasons tc bs
pretvextual. The evidence of reccrd reveals that the respondent knaw
the reccerd she purchased could be olfsnsive T2 blacks and taat it was
in fact ¢ffansive and,objécted te by the ccmplainant. Unreahbutted
evidence also raveals that white patrons who ware harassing and
targeting raclal epithets and siurs at the complainant and her
companion, the only blacks in the ciub, wars not askéd to leave.

The complainant has c¢les
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mrepondarance of the avidence th
the respondent, in viclation of

Whitls iz
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eradicate all

establisiiments

agide; it 13 clsar, ‘ he We 1::;31& Huma Rights Ac:,




owner oY agant oI said nolia

affzrmativaly TO TziKe act

that eagual access, Dr.vi
nondlscriminatory manner. Respondentts actiouns in this cass, racher
thap to mollify, were undispuredly calculiated and desigrned TO

encourage a racially chzrged atnmospherz and to effsctively deny to

the complainant her statutorily created roghts.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The complalnant, Mary L. Gray, 1s an individual aggrieved
by an unlawiul discriminatory practice, and is a proper complainant
under the West Virginia Human Rights Act, WV Code §53-11-10, and the
Rules and Regulations Pertaining to Practice and Procedure before the
west Virginia Human Rights Commission.

2. The respondent, Becklevy Nite Spot, 1z a place of public
accommodation as defined by QV Code §3-11-3(31) and is subjecht to
the provisions of fthe West Virginia Human Rights Act.

3. The respondent, Johanna Spade, 1s <the managey of the
Begkley Nite Spot and 1is a proper réspondentlior the purposes of

unlawful discyiminatory practices in a place of public accommodations.

e

. The respondent, Jchanna Spade, ig *the manager ~of the

Beckley Nite Spot and is a proper respondent for the purposes of

aiding and abetting in uﬁlawful distfiminat&ry rractices éésn
by WV Code §5-11-%9{(a){s8}{a).

5. The complaint in this matter was properiy and timely filed

[E

in accordance with WV Code §5-11-10.
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JUriscocoTILon over The  partises and e subTacT matuery oI thirg o oacnion

Dursuant To WY oZoda 53-11-9 9T seq.
' Complainant has established a prima Zacie case o©f racs

drserimination.

3. Tha respondant nas I articulatad —®Ccitimaca
NondisCrimLNiTory reasons for itz action Teoward tThe complainant.

9. The reasons articulated by respondsent Lave 2een shown 2v
the complainant to be pretext for discrimination.

10. Ags a result of the unlawful discriminatory action of the

regpondent, the complainant is entitled o an award of incidental
damages in the amcunt of $2,500.00 for the humiliat-on, embarrassment

and =2motional and mental distress and loss of personal dignity.

RELIEF AND CRDBER

Pursuant to e apove [incings ¢ fact and c¢conclusions of Iaw,
it is hereby ORDERED as follows:

1. The respondent shall <cease and desist from engaging in
uniawful discriminatorv practices.

2. Within 45 days of racsziptT of ithis dacigion, tung rsaspondsent

snall pay  *o  complainant incidental damages in the amount of

$2,500.00 for numiiiaticon, embarrassment, emotional distress and 1gss
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-2 s8¢ QRDERED.

Intared this 9""" day of Novembsr, 1330.

WV HUMAN, RIGHTS COMMISSION

BY

GAIL TopISON
HEARING VEXAMINER



