COMMONWEALTH OF PRGISYLVAJIA - ' )
PEN:ISYLVANIA HUMAN RELATIONS COMMISSION

iva JEAN KELLY,
Complainant,

vS. . COMPLATINT
. DOCKET NO. H-1249
CORBETT REALTY COIPANY,
CJAMES W. CORBETT, WILLIAM
KEELING,
Respondent

OPIN-ION, INCLUDING FINDINGS QF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, COMMISSIONS' DECISION AND FINAL ORDER

On March 20,1969, complainant, Iva: Jean Relly,
visited the offices of Corbett Realty Company in respoﬁsej
to an ad previously placed in the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette
concerning a certain home which Corbett Realty Company had
for sale. The complainants, Neéroes, had greét difficulty
in making contact with anyone in authority who could show
them the house they wished to see. They subseguently were

,infqrmed fhat thé house had been sold.

After they had been so informed, a Mr. Meyers, a
member of Sbuth Hills Association for Racial Equality (SHARE)
called Corbett Realty Ccﬁpany and asked to see the house.

At that time, he was told that the house .was avgilable_for
viewing and an appoihtment‘was made immediately for that

purpose. A complaint was thereafter filed with the Pennsylvania
Human Relations Commission (hersinafter referred to as "Commission"),
charging that the complainant was denied an opportunity to view

the property in guestion because of her race, in violation of

the provisions of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act.




Page Two

The Commission investigated ghﬁ.the facts, found
probable cause to credit the allegations Qf the complainant
and, és a result of the efforts of the Coﬁﬁission, the
house in qguestion was shown to the complainant. Coﬁplaihant
;éhereaftér determinearthat the house was unsatisfactory for
her purposes and received‘oral assurances from Corbett
Realty Company that any other house that théy had listed in
her E}{cé‘range wouid bé broughﬁ to her attention inmediately
for viewing. Subsequently, at least one home in that price
‘range did become available for sale and was listed by
‘Corbett Realty Company, but was not brought to the attention
‘of the complainant. The investigatory staff of the Commission
iéﬁteméted to inguire of Corbett Realty-Company as regards
:their listings, but were refused access to any records,
Eiﬁformatibns or books and were not able to conduct an investi-
-gation in.a satisfactcry'manner.

A prehearing conference was‘écheduled.at the
-office bf the Commission in Pittsburgh and respéndent{failed
.1o'a§pear. T s ET |

© . The Commission then scheduled and conducted a
" public hearing on Friday, October 3,1969, at 16:00 A.M.
iin the Commissioners' Gold Room, Allegheny County Courthouse;
:Grant Street, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

.7 - _ ~ The hearing was cbnductedrby a hearing panel of

] . s . gk
three Commissioners, consisting of John P. Leenmhuis® presiding,

Mrs. Wilma S. Heide and Mr. Robert ¥. Goode.
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The case in support of the Complaint was presented
by Jay Harris Feldstein, Esquire, Regiohal Counsel for the _
Commission. Respondents, Corbett Realty Companﬁ and James
WT Corpett ware represented by_DonalQ E. Rogers, Esquire, and
‘Eespondeqt William Keeling, was ;eé;@éegﬁed-by Robert s. |
‘panielq, Esqﬁi:e, HaVing observed all of.the witnésseé and
gpﬁgidered all of the evidénce given at the hearing, the
“hearing Commissioners are of the opiﬁion that the complainant'-
W@g_refused the¥sale of a home bgcau;e qf_her race and was
?q;ﬁhe;_refgsed access to othe:rhqmes‘%istgq by-respondents
gnd that such unlawful, discriminatory pragtice was of a
99ntinqing’g§ture which has persiéteéiup to and inéluding
the present time. -
P . TheAhearing'Commissiqgers{ thg:efore, recommend

that the Commission enter a Final Order requiring the
respondents to cease and desist from said unlawful dis—
criminatory practices.

The hearing Commissioners make the following

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. At all times hereinmentioned, the complainant,

Iva Jean Kelly, a Negro, lived in Allegheny County, Pennsylvania.

2. "At all times herein mentioneé, the respondents
ﬁéré'doing business as Corbett Reéltf Company in Allegheny
déﬁnty,'Pennsyivénia.




3. On March 19,1969, respondents adveftised
for sale a certain home v at 86 Adams Drive, Up?er St. Clair
Township, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, owned by Mr. William
McGee. . ;_7_ .- S |

. .._..._ 4. In response to said ad,‘complainangfvisited
respondentig‘place of business and reguested thaf they be
showed'the.house in guestion.

&3 (;fwf

Ll 5. Respondents used certain deslatory tactics
to. avoid showing the subject property to complalnant.

c.o 1. .. 6. Respondents informed complaintant that the
house had been sold when in fact it had not been sold.

7.. Complaintant filed a Compleint with the
Commission and as a result of the investigatory process
which ensued, the house in guestion was shown to complainant.

zv.. .+ :8. During the viewing of the subject property
Areséondente_did not treat complainant in a courteous manner
in_that complainant was not intfoduced to the owner of the
‘premlses who was present at the tlme of ehe viewing, as is

the usual case, and respondent did net'give complainant

answers to QUESulonS copcernlng room dlmBnSlonS, etc. as

requested by complalnant.

9. When Mr. Meyers of SHARL called resoondents,

he was told that tne same house nad not been sold prior to

the show;ng ‘of that house to the complainant and when he

introduced to the

viewed said house he was Ilismz=t

owner and all his questions concerning the property were

answered by the respondents




iD. Respondenté orally promised complainant that
they would qall her immediately if any home in her price
range became availébleithrough either their exclusive or
iMulti;List:liétings;r ' : . T
R ill: In the Pittsburgh Press éf'Sunday,;épril i3,
“i§69, at Page 16 of Section 7, in the Fifth @olumn appeared
an advertisemént over the name 5f'Cdr5étt'Reéltyr%hich
:aéééribéd ; home in Mﬁ..Legaﬁoﬁ-ﬁell within the pfice'
grén§e of complainant.
;12.7'Complainéntrwés:hoﬁ aéviSea'by Corbett Realty

“that this house was avaiiable'hor.was:complaihaﬁﬁ'advised of

any otherihémeé.aVailablelthrbugh the listinggof Corbett

;Reéltyi oL Sl . ST oo . e
13. ThlS llstlng was made w1tn1n aporox1mately

two ‘weeks of the tlme respondants promlsed complalnant that

fhéy wdﬁla call TIEE0TT her as Scon as they nad any listings

in her price range. ) A ) e

: Wk :
. 14. Respondeqﬂn»;a undar an oollgatlon to notlfy

;coﬁplainént'of that fact acéoraing to their oral promisqs

6 do so. R o . ' e e
ERRERE T iéépéhééﬁtéfailéd;fé éorﬁdti%§kC5ﬁ§iéiﬁant.
]n%:?A - iGi?2RéSpoﬂdéﬁE§&39:téééteé‘the white SHARE escort
;aifféieﬁtly éhén:£hé§ did the complainant. ‘

317; The course of conduct of ;éséondénts‘énd their

\%'faiiﬁré'to coobefaﬁ@'With'the'COmmiSsiod‘indicateé’é course

gt

of conduct which glves subatance to the Complalnt.

The compTalnant and er nusband are steadlly employed “earn

'sufflclent funas to purcnase a home in thelr prlce range,




are excellent credit risks and would be exceptionally good

and desirable home owners.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. At 211 times hereinmentioned, the complainants

" were and they are still inhabitants of the Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania.
’ 7 2. At all times-hefeicmentioned the respondents,
fCorbett Realty Company, James W. Corbett and William Keeling,
-1nd1v1dually and d01ng bualneS: as Corbett Realty Company,

wereethe agents for cefb in propercles in the section of

Allegneny County knOWn as tne South Hllls

3. At all times herelnmentloned the Commission

had and still has jurlsdlctlon over the respondents.

4. At all t1mes herelnmentloned the Commission

had and Stlll has. jurlsdlctlon over the subject matter of

thls proceedlng and over the Complalnt.

5. The resPondents have committed unlawful

dlSCrlNlnatOIj practlces 1n VlOlathn of Section 3 (h) (1)

of the Pcnnsylvanla Human Relatlons Act in that they have

refused and still refuse to show commercial housing to the

complainant and notlfy her of che availability of said housing.

6. The Comelalnt and Amended Complaint were properly

made, 51gned and flled in accordance with Section 9 of the

Pennsylvanla Human Relatlonb Act.

The hearlng Comm1551onere are unanimously of the

opinion and therefore, recomnend that the Commission

enter a cease and de51st Order agalnst the respondents,

Corbeﬁt Realty Company, James W. Corbett and William Keeling

in this case.




opnted
crE e

Testifying at phe public hearing was complainant,
Iva jean Kelly; Mr. Meyers, the SHARZ escort;end Mr. Joseph
Gaad, the Regional Investigator for the Pennsylvania Human
Relations Commissiocon. Respondents did not avail themselves

of the Oppo}tunity_of p}eseﬁtihgiany testiﬁony whatsoever
~at the publie hearing.

This case must be Investigated in the light of the

continuing course of conduct of the respondents from the

first contact complainant made with them through the public

heafing. Iﬁ that 1ight; itﬂappears guite‘cleartthat

responden dld not wish to Sell Droperty to a Negro. Their

course of conduct concernlng comolalntant s initial appearance

at tnelr offlce 1ndlcates thap phey attempte& to aelay showing

the subject property to complalnant and it s was only aFter a

Complaint was filed with the Commission tnat they agreed to

do so. The viewing itself was not conducted in a friendly

and courteous ¥ manner and it appeared to the Commissiocn that

the viewing was Only made-foieatisfy end hold off any action

by the Conmlsalon as a result of the Complalnt which was

flled.

Althouon tnere is no legal regulreﬁent that reSpondents

[+)
are under a conc;numng duty to show or notle pgfepectlve buyers

of any future llSulng +hat arlse, we take 1t as settled fact that

1t is a common pracLlce in the real estate 1ndustry to do so.

In addltlon, respondenes placed tnemselves under an affirmative

duty to do so by thelr oral representatlon that they would

ke
notlfy compla1nant$1f and wnen any property in t&eir prlce

range became avallable for sale. Obvmou:ly, at least one

property in that range became avaﬂlébée for sale because of the




advertisemeﬁt in the newspaper. The hearing Commissioners
have no dirept evidence that other properties were available
for sale as respondents continually refused to make their
records and books available tc the investigétory staff of
fhe;Commissiqn_fo; review and analysis. An inference may
;ogically be drawn that they did not wish to do so because,
of the data therein contained..

- - At -all times the Commission and its personnel
q?tempted to conciliate this matter and effectuate an
amicable aéjustment of same. REspondents did not seem to be
in any mood to accomplish this objgctive as shown by their
refusal to make records and data available to the Commissioﬁ
and. their refusal to appear ‘at a pre—hearing conference
scheduled by the Commission.’

< s - Conseguently, the hearing Commissioners g3 have
found that’ there were délatory tactics used in showing the
Adams Dfifé,property to complainant and no effort was made
to comply with cqmplainants’request that other properties

be shown her.

s .‘Considering the problems which now beset our center
‘cities, suburban living is much in demand. In the Allegheny
goughy area, one of the ﬁost desirable areas for said suburban
living is in the South Hills, comprising basically Upper St.
Clair Township, Scott Townéhip, Mt. Lebanon Township, Bethel
Borough and thei; environs.‘ For many years there has been a
suggestion that;i@‘is difficult for minority groups, both

because of race and religion, to find proper accommodations

in this suburban area. The conduct of respondents in the

s - . . "J{ .
instant case indicates an attempt to perpetuate i%is policy.




This Commission has learned from a long list of cases that

the true purpose and intent of a respondentSmust be déduced

from inferences after reviewing all pertinent facts. All of

_the facts in this case lead to the conclusion that the

-

[respondents'course of conduct indicates that they do not

.wish to satisfy requests of Negro buyers.

. enter a cease and desist

- this case.

i

L

It is, therefore, recommended that the Commission

Order against the respondents in

- .- - -Presiding Hearing Commissioner

Hearing Commissioner
Hearing Commissioner

iy i



- COMMISSION DECISION

’

AND NOW, this day of
.ﬁ?on the recommendation of the Hearing Commissioners and
-upon all the evidence at the public hearing of this case

and in consideration of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions

of Law, the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission, by a

ﬁﬂééimoué'aeci;ion'fiﬂds and determineé'tﬁaf tﬁe
;éépoﬂéénﬁ, Corbett Realty Company, James W. Coxrbett and
William Keeling, individually and jointly, committed
uﬁlawful disCrimihatory pracéices in violaﬁiéﬁréfrséctioﬁ‘B
(h) of the Pennsylvania Human Rélétions Act iﬁ £hat”£hé
respondents refused to shoﬁ and coopserate with complainant
in attempting to find housing in égé resPdndentssyliéfiﬂé
area becagse of the race of said coﬁplainant, she being a

Negro.

FINAT, ORDER

AND NOW, the  day of , 1969,

upon consideration of the foregoing-Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Conmissions' Decision and pursuant
~to Section 2 of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act,
it is hereby

ORDERED, by the Pennsylvania Human Relations
Commission:

1. That the respondents, Corbett Realty company,
James W. Corbett and William Keeling, individually and

doing business as Corbett Realty Company, their agents,
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servants and employees, shall cease and desist from, directly .
or indirectly, refusing, withholding £5z from or denylng to

the complainants, to other Negroes and to other persons,

because of their race, color, religious creed, ancestry or
. national origin, housing accommodations which are subject
to the provisions of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act.

2. That the respondents, their agents, servants

and employees shall take the following affirmative actiors
which, in the judgnent of the Commission, will effectuate
the purposes of the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act:

.- - (&) ﬂpply the same standards, terms, conditions

and privileges in the sale or rental of housing accommodations,

subject to the Pennsylvnaia Human Relations Act, located in

the. Commonwealth of Pennsylvanla, _now or hereafter owned,

bullt, managead, cont;olled or offered for sale by them or
any of them to all applicants for such housing regardless of

the1r race, color, religious creed ancestry or nationsal

orlgln;

(b) Transmlt to the CommleLQn forthwzﬂﬁa 51gned

Statement” tht they Wlll not “at ‘any futura tlme, elther

alrectly or 1nd1rectly, v1olate the Falr Hou51ng Provisions

Sf the Pennsylvanla Human Relatlons Act-"

- 'i(C) Instruct all of the respondents employeea,

in writing, to deal with Vegroes seekﬂng hou561ng accommodanlons

in the same manner as they deal with whites seeklng such nou51ng

accomnodatlons, ooples of such wrltten 1nstructlons, 51gned by

211 of the respondentQ émployééé’énd aéknowiédging feceipt and

ﬁnderstanding thereof shall be transmitted to the Commission

" by the reépondent;

TR



(d) Notify the Pennsylvania Human Relations
Commission, at its office at 100 North Cameron Street,
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, 17120, in writing, within
- fifteen days of the date of service c¢f this Final Order,
. as to the steps the respondents have taken to comply with
each of the provisions of this Fiﬁﬁl Order.

1Y

e L ° | PENNSYLVANIA HUMAN RELATIONS
COMMISSION :- |

~ R - . By

Max Roserf, Chalrman

- Secretary T .-
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