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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF NICHOLAS COUNTY:- WEST VIRGINIA 
r-~~:-"'''. ;" ..... -.... 

L...'. >~:./ ~:. ~. • .: _~. t..:: "."" 
'0: • 10, 

TONY COFFMAN, ROBERT MARSH, 
..... ":. ::' " ••~ t ... .... 

~ ........ : •••" • '0 0'
MARYMARS~ JAlvJES MARSH, 

and MARILYN.MARSH, 


Plaintiffs, 

vs. CIVIL" ACTION NO.: 14-C-122 

NICHOLAS COUNTY COMMISSION and its 

Members, DR. YANCY SHORT, M.D., JOHN 

R MILLER., and KENNETH AI.TIZER, individually 

and in their official capacities, and 

CHECKS AurO PARTS, LLC, 


Defendants. 

ORDER GRANTING COUNTY COMMISSION'S 


MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT; 


DISMISSING COUNTY COMMISSION DEFENDANTS; 


DENYING PLAINTIFFS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, IN PART; AND 


CONTINUING HEARING ON REMAINDER OF PLAINTIFFS' MOTION 


This matter came before the Comt on the 15th. day of October, 2015, for a hearing on 

Plaintiffs' Motionfor Summary Judgment (the ·'Plaintiffs' Motion"), filed on August 4,2015; 

the Response in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Summary Judgment and Counter-Motion 

for Swnmary Judgment with Incorporated Memorandum ofLaw {the "County Commission's 

Motionj, filed on October 6,2015, by the Nicholas County Commission, Dr. Yancy S. Short, 

MD.~ John R :Miller and Kenneth Altizer (referred to collectively as the "County Commission 

Defendants); and the Plaintiffs J Response to Counter-Motion for Summary Judgment, filed on 

---I--October--13-,.-2015._ 

At the hearing, the Plaintiffs appeared by counsel, W. Henry Jernigan, Jr. and Mary R. 

Rowe Litman of Dinsmore & Shobl LLP; the County Commission Defendants appeared by 

--.J counsel, Charles R Bailey and :Michael W. Taylor of Bailey & Wyant, PLLC; and Defendant 
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Checks Auto Parts, LLC (hereinafter "Checks?) appeared by counsel, William. A McComt, Jr. 

ofLosch & McCourt PLLC.1 

Having considered the motions; the pleadings in fue file; the oral arguments presented 

at the hearing; and the pertinent legal ani:1IDrities, the Court m3.kes-the findings of fact· and 

conclusions oflaw set forth below: 

I. 	 Findings ofFact 

In consideration of all the evidence presented in the record, the Court hereby makes the 

following :findings offact 

1. 	 On December 5, 1984, the Nicholas County Commission enacted an Ordinance 

establishing a salvage yard pennit system.2 

2. 	 The City ofSummersville also enacted Ordinance 361.07 addressing Abandoned Motor 

Vehicles.3 

3. 	 By Deed dated March 2, 2012, Rodney L. LeRose and Barbara LeRose conveyed 

twenty (20) acres, more or less, to Checks~ Said Deed was recorded in the office ofthe 

Clerk ofthe County Commission ofNicholas County, on April 17, 2012, in Deed Book 

474 at page 600 (referred to herein as the '''Property,,).4 

1 This was Mr. McCourt's :first appearance in 1hls case on behalf of Checks. However, Mr. McComt previously 
represented Checks before the Nicholas County Commission. See, Minutes ofThe-Nicholas County Commission 
- :August-0S;-261-4,-attached-to-Flaintiffi;~otion_as_Ex_hjb~it _.....F"'-.!.,---________________ 

2 A copy oftlw salvage yard Ordinance entered by the Nicholas County Co1IlIllission on December 5, 1984, is 
attached to Plaintiffs' Motion as-Exhibit H and is attached to the County Commission.'s Motiop. as Exhibit F. 

3 A copy ofthe City of Summersville's Ordinance 361.07 "Abandoned Motor Vehicles" is attached to Pl.aUJ.tiflS' 
Motion as ExhIbitE and is attached to the County Commission.'s Motion. as Exlu'bit o. 

4 A copy oftha! Deed is attached to Check's Salvage Yard Pennit Application, which is attached to the Connty 
Commission's Motion. as ExhI"bit E. 
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4. 	 On or about August 21,2012, Checks submitted to the Nicholas COlmty Commission a 

Salvage Yard Pennit Application,5 seeking authority to operate a salvage yard on the 

Property. 

5. 	 On September 4~ 2012, the Nicholas County Commission conducted a public lieaiing to 

address Check's Salvage Yard Pennit Application, which hearing was duly noticed in 

the Nicholas Chronicle. PlamtiffTony Coffinan was present for that hearing.6 

6. 	 On October 2,2012, Checks again appeared before the Nicholas County Commission 

on its Salvage Yard Permit Application, seeking a permit to operate a junkyard on the 

Property. At that meeting, the County Commission found that Checks met the 

requirements of the County's Ordinance and that Checks should be permitted to move 

forward in obtaining a State salvage yard pemrit. 7 

7. 	 Therefore, pn October 2, 2012, the Nicholas County Commission ·entered a Permit for 

Checks "to operate a salvage yard within the boundaries of Nicholas County . . . in 

conformity with the laws and regulations ofthe State ofWest Virginia."g 

8. 	 On October 17, 2012, Checks applied to the W~ Vrrginia Department of 

Transportation Division of Highways (the "DOH',) for a State permit to operate a 

5 A copy of Check's Salvage Yard Permit Application is attached to the C01mty Commission's Motion as 
Exlu'bit E. Although the application does not have a date, the Court accepts the representation in the County 

------------I·~eo~o~~N.fuU~~fu~~li~o~w~on~L~~eA~21.=2-0=12~._________________~_ 

6 Minutes ofthe Nicholas County Commission - September 04, 2012, are attached. to the County Commission's 
Motion as Exbibit If. 

7 The Minutes of the Nicholas Cotmty Commission - October 02, 2012 are a:tta.ched to Plaintiffs' Motion as 
ExhibitB. 

S A copy ofthe Pennit issued to Checks by the Nicholas County Commission is attached to Plam:tiffS' Motiou as 
Exhl'bit C and is attached to the County Commissiou's Motion as ExhIbit G. 
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salvage yard. That application was denied by the DOH on November 1, 2012, due to 

the fact 1hat they did not r~eive a certified survey.9 

9. 	 On January 13, 2014, Checks, by Carl Graybeal, appeared before the Summersville City 

Cmmcil, and a motion was made to consider the annexation of the -Property by the City 

of Summe.rsville. After a lengthy discussio~ a vote was called and .carried with five (5) 

votes for the motion and three (3) votes against the motion.10 

10. 	 On March 20,2014, the City of Summersville filed its Petition for Annexation with the 

Nicholas County Commi.ssio~11 seeking to annex the Property (as Tract 1) and two 

easements (Tracts II and TIl) under the provisions of West Virginia Code Section 8-6-5,. 

which authorizes annexation to effect "aminor boundary acljuslment." 

11. 	 On A~oust 5, 2014, a hearing was held before the Nicholas County Commission to 

consider the Petition for Annexation filed by the City ofSummersville.12 

12. 	 Following that hearing. on or about August 19, 2014, the Nicholas County Commissi{)n 

entered its "Order on Boundary Acljustm.enf', granting the City of Summersville's 

Petition for Annexation by minor boundary adjustment, which allowed the City of 

Summersville to annex: the Property and two easement 1racts.13 

13. 	 Plaintiffs initiated this case by the Complaint filed on October 2, 2014. An Amended 

Complaint was filed on March 24, 2015, which added Checks as a Defendam. 

9 A copy oftb.e letter from the DOH" dated November 1, 2012, is attached to Plaint:i:ffi;' Motion as Exh:ibit D and is 
attached. to the County Commission's Motion as Exhibit J. 

----__11--~10 A-oopy-of-the-minutes-of-fhe-R.e~ of Summersville City Council held on January 13, 2014, is 
attached to the County Commission's Motion as Exhibit p. 

11 A copy of the Petition for·Annexation filed on March 20, 2014, is attached to the CollIlW Commission's Motion 
as Exhl"bit A. 

12 Minutes ofthe Nicholas Cmmty Commission - August 05, 2014 are attached to Plaintiffs' Motion as Exhibit F 
and are attached to 1he County Commission's Motion as ExlnbitN. 

13 A copy ofthe Order on Boundmy Adjustment is attached. to Plaintiffs' Motion as Exhlbit A and is attached to 
the County Commission's Motion as Exln"bit L. 
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ll. . Discussien and Conclusions ofLaw 

Both parties have moved for. summary judgment. The Court finds that two issues are 

presented in the parties' motions: (1) whether Checks should,be enjoined from operating an 

automobile junkyard on the Property; and (2) whether the County Commission Defendants 

properly entered their "Order on Boundary Adjustment", granting the City of Summersville's 

Petition for Annexation of the Property. It is necessary to address these issues separately in 

consideringwhether either party is entitled to summary judgment. 

Pursuant to Rule 56(c) of the West Virginia Rules of Civil Procedure, 

judgment 

... shall be rendered forthwith if the pleadings, depositions, answers 
to interrogatories and admissions on file, together with affidavits, if 
any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and 
that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 

Summary judgment pursuant t-o Rule 56 <Cis 'designed to effect a prompt disposition of 

controversies on their merits without resort to a lengthy trial,' if there essentially 'is no real 

dispute as to salient facts' or if it only involves a question of law." Williams v. Precision Coil. 

Inc., 194 W. Va 52, 58,459 S.E.2d 329, 335 (1995)~ citing Painter 11. Peavy, 192 W. Va. 189, 

192 n. 5, 451 S.E.2d 755, 758 n. 5 (1994). A well-established principle oflaw is 'that: 

A motion for summary judgment should be granted only when it is 
clear that there is no genuine issue of fact to be tried and inquiry 
concerning the facts is not desirable to clarify the application of the 
law. 

Syi. Pt 1, Williams v. Precision Coil, Inc., 194 W. Va 52,459 S.E.2d 329 (1995), quoting Sy1 

. -Pt-3,-A-etna-easualiy-&-Sur-ety-C() ...:v~Pede~alJnsur.anc.e_CQ.J)iNew York. 148 W. Va. 160, 133 

S.E.2d 770 (1963). 

Fir~ Plaintiffs move for an order granting summary judgment against Checks, 

enjoining Checks from operating an. automobile junkyard on the Property in violation of west 

Virginia, Nicholas County and City laws and ordinances. With respect to this portion of the 

5 




12/~1/2015 14:52 FAX 3043570919 Dinsmore & Shohl LLP 141007/013 

.. ..Plaintiffs' Mation, the Court finds that there exist genuine issues ofmateD.al fact that preclude 

summary judgment at this time. For instance, as set. forth more fully on the record, questions of 

fact remain as to the zoning ofthe Property and whether or not statutory exceptions to the State 

licensing requirements apply. Therefore, the Court DENiES Plaintiffs' Motion in safar as it 

moves for injunctive relief against Defendant Checks. At the hearing on October 15, 2015, the , 

Court directed the parties to brief the issues regarding whether Checks is operating properly 

and whether a State permit is required. Further proceedings on those issues will be held on 

Monday, December 7, 2015, at 11:30 a.m. 

Second, the parties both move for summary judgment regarding the validity of the 

County Cominission's "Order on Boundary Adjuslment," which granted the City of 

Summersville's Petition fOI Annexation by minor boundary adjustment and authorized the City 

of Summersville to annex the Property and two (2) easement parcels. plaintiffs contend that 

the annexation is void The Def~ndants argue that the annexation is valid. Having reviewed 

the parties' pleadings and heard their arguments, the Court finds that there are no genujne 

issues of ma:teri.al fuct to be 1ried and that the issue only involves a question of law to be 

detemrined by the Comt. 

The City ofSummersville's Petition for Annexation was filed pursuant to West Virginia 

Code Section 8-6-5 (2015), which authorizes annexation. to effect "a minor boundary 

adjustment.,,14 Plaintiffs argue that the COlmty Commission Defendants failed to meet the 

14 west VIrginia Code Section 8-6-5 provides iIi its entirety: 

§ 8-6-5. Annexation by minor boundary adjustment 


(a) In the event a municipality desires to increase its corporate limits by making 
a minor boundary adjustment. the governing body ofthe mlDlicipaIity may apply 
to the COlmty commission of the county wherein the municipality or the major 
portion of the territory thereof, including the territory to be annexed, is located 
for permission to effect annexation by minor boundary adjustment The 
municipality sball pay the costs of all proceedings before the commission. 
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(b) In addition to any other a:nnexation configuration, a municipality may 
incorporare by minor boundary adjustment (i) Territory that consists of a street 
or bighway as defined in section thirty-five, article one, chapter seven:teen-c of 
this code and one or more freeholders; or (li) territory that consists of a street or 
highway as defined in section thirty-five. article one, chapter seventeen-c ofthis 
code which does not include a :freeholder but which is necessary for the 
provision of emergency services in the territory being annex~ 

(c) A county commission may develop a form application for annexation for 
minor boundaIy adjustment. An. application for annexation by minor boundary 
. adjustment shall include, but not be limited to: 

(1) The number of businesses located in and persons residing in the 
additional territo:ry, 

(2) An accurate map showing the metes and bounds 'of the additional 
territoIy, . 

(3) A statement setting forth the municipality's plan for provi.diJ?g 1he 
additional tenitory with all applicable public services such as police and fire 
protection, solid waste collection, public water and sewer services and street 
maintenance services, including to what extent the public services are or will be 
provided by a private solid waste collection service or a public service district; 

. (4) A statement of the impact of the annexation on any private solid 
waste coUecti.on service or public service district currently doing business in "the 
territory proposed for annexation in tile event the municipality should choose' 
not to utilize the current service providers; 

(5) A statement of the impact of the annexation on fire protection and 

} fire insmance rates in the territory proposed for annexation; 


(6) A statement of how the proposed annexation will affect the 
municipality's finances and services; and 

(7) A statement "!hat the proposed. annexation meets the requirements of 
this section. 

(d) Upon receipt of a complete application for annexation by minor boundary 
. adjustment, the county commission shall determine whether the application 

meets 1::l:w threshold requirements for consideration as a minor booodary 
adjust:m.eDt including whether the annexation could be efficiently and cost 
effectively accomplished under section two or four ofthis article. 

(e) Ifth.e application meets the threshold requirements, the county commission 
shall order publication of a notice of the proposed annexation to the corporate 
limits and of the date and time set by the commission for a hearing on the 
proposal Publication shall be as in the case ofan order calling for an election, as 
set forth in section two of this article. A like notice shall be prominently posted 
at DOt less than five public places within. the area proposed to be annexed. 

------+I-------lff)-ln-making-its-finaLdecision on an application for annexation by minor 
boundary adjustment, the county commission shalL at a minimum. consfderthpe ------[ 
fonowing factors: 

(1) Whether the territory proposed for annexation is co:p.tiguous to the 
corporate limits ofthe DlDIlicipality. For puzposes of this section, "coIIliguous" 
means that at the time the application for annexation is submitted, the territory 
proposed for annexation eil:ber abuts directly on the municipal boundary or is 
separated from the municipal boundary by an unincorporated street or highway, 
or street or highway right-of-way. a creek or river, or the right-of-way of a 
railroad or other public service corporation, or lands owned by the state or the 
federal government; 

7 


http:coUecti.on


- 12/21/2015 14:53 FAX 3043570919 Dinsmore & Shohl UP I4J 009/013 

.- ...." 

, 

; 

requirements of this statute when they entered the «Order on Boundary Adjustment," which 

granted the City of Summersville's Petition for Annexation of the Property and two (2) 

easement parcels. Specifically~ Plaintiffs contend that where annexation is by minor boundary 

adjustment, the County C~ssion had an enhanced -duty and was required to -create a record 

and prove why annexation is in the best interest'3 of the County. In support of1his argument, 

Plaintiffs cite two cases: hz re City ofMorgantown, 159 W. Va 788,226 S.E2d 900 (1976) 

(2) Whether the proposed annexation is limited solely to a division of 
highways right-of-way or whether the division of highways holds title to the 

. properly in fee; 
(3) Whether affected parties of the territory to be annexed oppose or 

support the proposed annexation. For purposes oftrus section, "affected parties" 
means freeholders, firms, corporations and qualified voters in the tenitory 
proposed for annexation. and in the municipality and a freeholder whose 
property abuts a street or highway, as defined in section thirty-five, article one, 
chapter seven:teen-c of this code, when: (i) The street or ·highway. is being 
annexed to provide emergency services; or (iI) the annexation includes one or 
more fi:eeholders at the end of1he street or hlghway proposed for annexation; 

(4) Whether the proposed annexation consists of a street or highway as 
defined in section thirty-five, article one. chapter seventeen-c of t1:tis code and 
one or more freeholders; 

(5) Whether the proposed annexation cbnsists ofa street or highway as 
defined in section thirty-five, article one, chapter seventeen-c ofthis code which 
does not include a freeholder but which is necessary for the provision of 
emergency services in the territory being annexed; 

(6) Whether another municipality has made application to aIlIlf)X fue 
same or substantially the same territory; and 

(7) WIwther the proposed annexation is in the best interest of the 
county as a whole. 

(g) If the county commission denies the application for 81mexatlon by minor 
boundary adjustment, the commission may allow the municipality to modify the 
proposed annexation to meet the commissions objections. The commission must 
order another public hearing if significant modifications are proposed. 

(h) The final order ofthe commission shall include the rea.o::ons for the grant or 
denial ofthe application. 

(i) The municipality applying for annexation or any attected party1:ID1y-appea:l------i--­
the commission's final. order to the circuit court of the coon.ty in which the 
manicipality or the major portion thereof; including the area proposed to be 
annexed, is located. The county commission may participate in any appeal taken 
from its order in the same manner and to the same extent as a party to the 
appeaL The order may be reviewed by the circuit court as an order ofa county 
commission ordering an election may be reviewed under section sixteen. article 
five oftbis chapter. 

W. Va Code § 8-6-5 (2015) (emphasis added). 
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and State ex reI. City o/Charles Town v. County Com'n o/Jefferson County, 221 W. Va. 317, 

655 S.E.2d 63 (2007). 

In In re Morgantown, the Court did find that the powers delegated to a county 

c~mmission tlIlder West Virginia Code Section 8-6-5 "are broader in scope and encompass 

more than the perfonnance of a li:linisterial duty," as in Sections 8-6-2 and 8-6-4. bz re 

Morgantown, 159 W. Va at 792~ 226 S.E.2d at 903. However. the Court went on to explain 

that the broader powers to which it refers mean "a responsibility of administering the law 

according t"(; specific statutory standards.'-' Id., 159 W. Va. at 793, 226 S.E.2d at 903. "The 

commission, like the numerous administ.riilive bodies which populate government, must apply 

the law to the facts." Id. These holdings were more recently quoted ~ City o/Charles Town, 

which dealt with annexation under Section 8-6-4. City o[Char/es Town, 221 W. Va. at 322, 

655 S.E.2d at 68. 

In the present case, the Court :finds th-.at the County Commission properly administered 

the law according to the specific statutory standards. See, Morgantown, 159 W. Va. at 793, 226 

S.E.2d at 903. As in In re Morgantown, the City of Summersville filed a Petition for 

Annexation that met the statutory requirements set forth in West Virginia Code Section 8-6­

5(c). Upon receipt ofthat petitio~ the-County Commission determined that the application met 

. the threshold requirements:> as required by Section 8-6-5( d):o and then published notice in 

accordance with Section 8-6-5(e). Following the hearing~ the County Commission entered its 

¢'Order on Boundary Adjustment," which included the reasons for the grant (pursuant to 

ection &-..o=5"(bJ};specifi:cally-tracking-the--items-for-consideratiQD set forth in Section 8-6-5(f). 

Plaintilfs contend that the County- Commission failed to p~Qperly consider the seven (7) 

factors set forth in Section 8-6-5(f) and to make appropriate finclings in the "Order on 

Boundary Adjustment". The Plaintiffs disagree with the finding:; that the County Commission 
.......-J 


did include in the order.· Primarily, the Plaintiffs state that the County Commission erred in 

9 
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finding that the annexation would be in the. CoUD.ty~s best interest;, and they argue the reasons 
.-~ 

) 
that they believe the annexation would not benefit the County. Additiona1ly~ Plaintiffs indicate 

that they do not believe the "contiguous" requirement is satisfied.15 

Although the Plaintiffs disagree with the County Commission's findings set forth ill the 

"Order on Boundary Adjustmen:t/' this Court is not in a position to make new findings or to go 

back and second-guess the County Commission's findings. As the West Virginia Supreme 

Com of Appeals held in Syl. Pt. 6 of In re City ofBeckley, 194 W. Va. 423, 460 S.E.2d 669 

(1995), "a county commission enjoys broad discretion in exercising its legislative powers" 

under west Virginia Code Section 8-6-5, where a municipality seeks a minor boundary 

adjustment. The Court further explained that: 

annexation is essentially a legislative mater that has been delegated 
to the [county] commission, then the courts may not intrude unless 
the process is either unconstitutional or invalid. .. 'the legislature 
has left to the city council and the electors, rather than. to the court, 
the question of the reasonableness of a petition for annexation' In 
re Village ofNorth Barrington, ... 579 N.E.2d at 888. 

City ofBeckley, 194 W. Va. at 430-431, 460 S.E.2d at 676-677. Accordingly, the County 

Commission" s :findings regarding the annexation are enti:tled to deference and presumed valid, 

unless they are unreasonable or arbitrary. 1bis Court may not substitute its judgment for that of 

the County Commission's. 

Therefore, in the present case, this Court has reviewed the County Commission's 

"Order on Boundary Adjustment" and finds that it complies with the statutory requirements of 

West Virginia Code Section 8-6-5. Although not particularly specific, the County 

Commission's :findings do meet the minimum requirements of the statute. Additionally, the 

Court finds that the County Commission did not act unreasonahiy, unc~nsiituti.oD.aiIy or outside 

.J 	 15 Although not argued a:t length and not necessary to file Court's roling in this case, the Court does find that file 
«contiguous" requirement ofWest Virginia: Code Section 8-6-5 is satisfied because the property annexed directly 
abuts the Frontage Road, which was properly annexed in 2012. 

10 
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ofits jurisdiction. For all ofthe foregoing reasons, the Court concludes, as a matter of law, that 

the County Commission Defendants complied with the requirements of west Virginia Code 

Section 8-6--5 and properly entered the ('Order on Boundary Adjustment," which authorized the 

city ofSnmmersville's annexation ofthe Property and the two (2) easement parcels. 

Accordingly, based upon the above facts and conclusions oflaw~ the Courtdoes hereby 

ORDER: 

1. 	 That the County Commission Defendants' counter motion for summary judgment, 

included in their Response in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Summary Judgment 

and Co.unter-Motionfor Summary Judgment with Incorporated Memorandum ofLaw, 

:filedon October 6, 2015, is hereby GRANTED; and 

2. 	 It is :further ORDERED that the Nicholas County Commission and its l'4embers, 

Dr. Yancy S. Short, M.D., JohnR Miller and Kenneth Altizer, individually and in their 

official capacities~ are hereby DISMISSED from tbis case, with prejudice; and 

3. 	 With respect to the County Commission Defendants, this is a :final order, and should 

any party wish to appeal this order, a written petition for appeal must be filed within. 

four (4) months of the entry of this order and in accordance with the West Vrrginia 

Rules ofAppellate Procedure. 

4. 	 It is :further ORDERED that the Plaintiffs' Motion for Summary Judgment is hereby 

DENIED, inpart, with respect to the County Commission Defendants; and 

5. 	 It is :further ORDERED that a ruling upon the remaining portion of the Plaintiffs' 

Motion for Summary Judgment, regarding the Defendan.t Checks, shall be held in 

abeyance pending fmther briefing and hearing to be held on Monday, December 7, 

2015, at 11:30 a.m. This order sball constitute good and sufficient notice of said 

.J 	 hearing, and no further notice shall be required. 

11 
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6 . It is further ORDERED that the Clerk forward a certified copy ofthls Order to each of 

.--... 
the following: 

W. Henry Jemig~ Jr. Charles R Bailey 
Michael W. TaylorMary R Rowe Litm~ 
Bailey & Wyant PLLCDinsmore & Shobl LLP 
P.O. Box 3710P.O. Box 11887 
Charleston, WV 25337-3710Charleston, WV 25339 
Counselfor Nicholas County Commission, Counselfor Platntiifs 
Dr. Yancy S. Short, M.D., John R. Miller, 
& Kenneth AltizerWilliam A. McCourt 


Losch & McCourt PLLC 

500 Court Street 

Summersville, WV 26651 

Counsellor Checks Auto Parts, LLC 

, 
j 

··------~--------I 
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