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It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

MONMOUTH MERCHANDISING CO., INC., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE WOOL PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1600. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1969—Decision, Oct. 30, 1969

Consent order requiring a Freehold, N.J., manufacturer of saddle and utility
blankets to cease misbranding and falsely invoicing its wool products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, and by virtue
of the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Com-
mission, having reason to believe that Monmouth Merchandising
Co., Inc., a corporation, and Nathan Koenig, William Kaplan and
Irving Kaplan, individually and as officers of said corporation,
hereinafter referred to as respondents, have violated the provi-
sions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
under the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, and it appearing
to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof
would be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint stat-
ing its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Monmouth Merchandising Co., Inc.,
is a corporation organized, existing and doing business under and
by virtue of the laws of the State of New Jersey with its office
and principal place of business located at 231 Throckmorton
Street, Freehold, New Jersey.

Respondents Nathan Koenig, William Kaplan and Irving Ka-
plan are officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and
control the policies, acts and practices of said corporation, and
their address is the same as that of the corporate respondent.

Respondents are engaged in business as manufacturers of sad-
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dle blankets and utility blankets. Respondents sell and distribute
said blankets to jobbers and retailers in interstate commerce.

PAR. 2. Respondents, now and for some time last past, have
manufactured for introduction into commerce, introduced into
commerce, sold, transported, distributed, delivered for shipment,
shipped, and offered for sale, in commerce, as “commerce” is de-
fined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, wool products
as “wool product” is defined therein.

PAR. 3. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by the
respondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) (1) of
the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely and de-
ceptively stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified with
respect to the character and amount of the constituent fibers con-
tained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were wool products, namely saddle blankets, which contained sub-
stantially different amounts and types of fibers than as repre-
sented.

PAR. 4. Certain of said wool products were further misbranded
by respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled, or
otherwise identified as required under the provisions of Section
4(a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and in the
manner and form as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were wool products, namely saddle blankets, with labels on or af-
fixed thereto, which failed to disclose the percentage of the total
fiber weight of the said wool products, exclusive of ornamentation
not exceeding 5 per centum of said total fiber weight, of (1)
wool; (2) reprocessed wool; (3) reused wool; (4) each fiber other
than wool, when said percentage by weight of such fiber was 5
per centum or more; and (5) the aggregate of all other fibers.

PAR. 5. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth
above were, and are, in violation of the Wool Products Labeling
Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereun-
der, and constituted, and now constitute, unfair methods of com-
petition and unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce,
within the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission
Act.

PAR. 6. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the offering for sale, sale and distribution of cer-
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tain products, namely saddle blankets. In the course and conduct
of their business as aforesaid, respondents now cause and for
some time last past, have caused their said produects, when sold,
to be shipped from their place of business in the State of New
Jersey to purchasers located in various other States of the United
States, and maintain, and at all times mentioned herein have
maintained, a substantial course of trade in said products in com-
merce, as ‘“‘commerce’” is defined in the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

PAR. 7. Respondents in the course and conduct of their busi-
ness, as aforesaid, have made statements on invoices to their
customers, misrepresenting the fiber content of certain of their
products.

Among such misrepresentations, but not limited thereto, were
statements setting forth the fiber content thereof as “80% Wool,
15% Nylon, 5% Other Fibers,” whereas, in truth and in fact, the
product was not “80% Wool, 15% Nylon, 5% Other Fibers,” but
contained substantially different fibers and amounts of fibers than
represented.

P4R..8. The acts and practices as set forth in Paragraph Seven
have the tendency and capacity to mislead and deceive the pur-
chasers of said preducts as to the true content thereof.

PAR. 9. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as set
forth in Paragraph Seven were, and are, all to the prejudice and
injury of the public, and constituted, and now constitute, unfair
and deceptive acts and practices in commerce, within the intent
and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 ; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
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of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules ; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Monmouth Merchandising Co., Inc., is a corpo-
ration organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of New Jersey, with its office and princi-
pal place of business located at 231 Throckmorton Street,
Freehold, New Jersey.

Respondents Nathan Koenig, William Kaplan and Irving Ka-
plan are officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and
control the policies, acts and practices of said corporation and
their address is the same as that of said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Monmouth Merchandising Co.,
Inc., a corporation, and its officers, and Nathan Koenig, William
Kaplan and Irving Kaplan, individually and as officers of said
corporation, and respondents’ representatives, agents and employ-
ees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in connec-
tion with the introduction, or manufacture for introduction, into
commerce, or the offering for sale, sale, transportation, distribu-
tion, delivery for shipment or shipment, in commerce, of wool
products, as “commerce” and ‘“wool product” are defined in the
Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, do forthwith cease and de-
sist from misbranding such products by :

1. Falsely and deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, or
otherwise identifying such products as to the character or
amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.
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2. Failing to securely affix to, or place on, each such prod-
uct a stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification show-
ing in a clear and conspicuous manner each element of infor-
mation required to be disclosed by Section 4(a) (2) of the
Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939.

It is further ordered, That respondents Monmouth Merchandis-
ing Co., Inc., a corporation, and its officers, and Nathan Koenig,
William Kaplan and Irving Kaplan, individually and as officers of
said corporation, and respondents’ representatives, agents and
employees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in
connection with the offering for sale, sale, or distribution of sad-
dle blankets or other products, in commerce, as “‘commerce” is de-
fined in the Federal Trade Commission Act, do forthwith cease
and desist from misrepresenting the character or amount of the
constituent fibers contained in such products on invoices or ship-
ping memoranda applicable thereto, or in any other manner.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

LANO KNITTING MILLS, INC.,, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE WOOL PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1601. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1969—Decision, Oct. 30, 1969

Consent order requiring a Millbury, Mass., manufacturer and distributor of
woolen fabrics to cease misbranding and falsely invoicing its wool prod-
ucts.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 193, and by virtue
of the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Com-



4K2 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

Complaint 76 F.T.C.

mission, having reason to believe that Lano Knitting Mills, Inc., a
corporation, and Julius Friedman and Paul Friedman, individu-
ally and as officers of said corporation, hereinafter referred to as
respondents, have violated the provisions of said Acts and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Wool Products La-
beling Act of 1939, and it appearing to the Commission that a
proceeding by it in respect thereof would be in the public inter-
est, hereby issues its complaint stating its charges in that respect
as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Lano Knitting Mills, Inc., is a corpo-
ration organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of New York, with its office and principal
place of business located at 115 West Main Street, Millbury, Mas-
sachusetts.

Individual respondents Julius Friedman and Paul Friedman
are officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and con-
trol the acts, practices and policies of said corporation. The ad-
dress of Julius Friedman and Paul Friedman is the same as that
of said corporation.

Respondents are engaged in the manufacture and sale of
woolen fabrics.

PaRr. 2. Respondents, now and for some time last past, have
manufactured for introduction into commerce, introduced into
commerce, sold, transported, distributed, delivered for shipment,
shipped, and offered for sale, in commerce, as “commerce” is de-
fined in said Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, wool products
as ‘“‘wool product” is defined therein.

PAR. 3. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by the
respondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) (1) of
the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely and de-
ceptively stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified with
respect to the character and amount of the constituent fibers con-
tained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were woolen fabrics stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identi-
fied as containing “85% wool 15% other fibers,” whereas, in
truth and in fact, such fabrics contained substantially different
fibers and amounts of fibers than represented.

PaRr. 4. Certain of said wool products were further misbranded
by respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled, or
otherwise identified as required under the provisions of Section
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4(a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and in the
manner and form as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were woolen fabrics with labels on or affixed thereto, which failed
to disclose the percentage of the total fiber weight of the said
wool products, exclusive of ornamentation not exceeding five per
centum of said total fiber weight, of (1) wool fibers; (2) repro-
cessed wool; (3) reused wool; (4) each fiber other than wool
when said percentage by weight of such fiber was five per centum
or more; and (5) the aggregate of all other fibers.

PAR. 5. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth
above were, and are, in violation of the Wool Products Labeling
Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereun-
der, and constituted, and now constitute, unfair methods of com-
petition and unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce,
within the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission
Act.

PAR. 6. Respondents, now and for some time last past, have ad-
vertised, offered for sale, sold and distributed textile products in
commerce, as ‘“‘commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act. In the course and conduct of their business as afore-
said, respondents have caused their said products, when sold, to
be shipped from their place of business in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts to purchasers located in various other States of
the United States, and maintain and at all times mentioned
herein have maintained, a substantial course of trade in said
products in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in the Federal
Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 7. Respondents in the course and conduct of their business
have made statements on invoices and shipping memoranda to
their customers misrepresenting the fiber content of certain of
their products.

Among such misrepresentations, but not limited thereto, were
statements setting forth the fiber content thereof as “All Wool”
whereas, in truth and in fact, the products contained substan-
tially different fibers and amounts of fibers than represented.

PAR. 8. The acts and practices set out in Paragraph Seven have
had and now have the tendency and capacity to mislead and de-
ceive the purchasers of said products as to the true content
thereof and were and are all to the prejudice and injury of the
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public and constituted, and now constitute, unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce within the intent and meaning of
the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished
thereafter with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau
of Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for
its consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement, and placed such agreement on
the public record for a period of thirty (80) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Lano Knitting Mills, Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York, with its office and principal place
of business located at 115 West Main Street, Millbury, Massachu-
setts.

Individual respondents Julius Friedman and Paul Friedman
are officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and con-
trol the acts, practices and policies of said corporation. The ad-
dress of Julius Friedman and Paul Friedman is the same as that
of said corporation.
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2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Lano Knitting Mills, Inc., a cor-
poration, and its officers, and Julius Friedman and Paul Fried-
man, individually and as officers of said corporation, and respond-
ents’ representatives, agents and employees, directly or through
any corporate or other device, in connection with the introduec-
tion, or manufacture for introduction, into commerce, or offering
for sale, sale, transportation, distribution, delivery for shipment
or shipment, in commerce, of wool products as “commerce” and
“wool product” are defined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of
1939, do forthwith cease and desist from misbranding wool prod-
ucts by:

1. Falsely and deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, or
otherwise identifying such products as to the character or
amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.

2. Failing to securely affix to or place on, each product a
stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification showing in
a clear and conspicuous manner each element of information
required to be disclosed by Section 4(a) (2) of the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939.

It is further ordered, That respondents Lano Knitting Mills,
Inc., a corporation, and its officers, and Julius Friedman and Paul
Friedman, individually and as officers of said corporation, and re-
spondents’ representatives, agents and employees, directly or
through any corporate or other device, in connection with the ad-
vertising, offering for sale, sale or distribution of textile prod-
ucts, in commerce, as “‘commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade
Commission Act, do forthwith cease and desist from misrepre-
senting the character or amount of constituent fibers contained in
such products on invoices or shipping memoranda applicable
thereto, or in any other manner.

_ It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.
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It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

FRANCES NOVELTY CO., INC., TRADING AS DOMINO
KNITWEAR, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, THE TEXTILE FIBER
PRODUCTS IDENTIFICATION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS LABELING
ACTS

Docket C-1602. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1969—Decision, Oct. 80, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturer of fur-trimmed rib-
bon knit jackets to cease misbranding, falsely invoicing and deceptively
advertising its fur products, and misbranding and failing to maintain
required records on its textile fiber products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act, the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the Fur
Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the authority vested in it
by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, having reason to be-
lieve that Frances Novelty Co., Inc., a corporation, also trading
as Domino Knitwear, and Albert Bergman and Herbert Blasen-
stein, individually and as officers of said corporation, hereinafter
referred to as respondents, have violated the provisions of said
Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Tex-
tile Fiber Products Identification Act and the Fur Products La-
beling Act, and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding
by it in respect thereof would be in the public interest, hereby.is-
sues its complaint stating its charges in that respect as follows;

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Frances Novelty Co., Inc., is a
corporation organized, existing and doing business under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of New York. Its office and princi-
pal place of business is located at 535 8th Avenue, New York,
New York. Respondént corporation also trades as Domino Knit-
wear.
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Individual respondents Albert Bergman and Herbert Blasen-
stein are officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and
control the policies, acts and practices of the corporate respond-
ent. Their address is the same as said corporation.

Respondents are engaged in the manufacture of ribbon knit
jackets which are frequently trimmed with fur.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction into commerce, the manufacture
for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising, and
offering for sale in commerce, and in the transportation and dis-
tribution in commerce, of fur products; and have manufactured
for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale, transpcrted and distrib-
uted fur products which have been made in whole or in part of
furs which have been shipped and received in commerce, as the
terms “commerce,” ‘“fur” and “fur product” are defined in the Fur
Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 8. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,
were fur products with labels which failed:

(1) To show the true animal name of the fur used in any such
fur product.

(2) To show that the said fur products contained or were com-
posed of bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored fur,
when such was the fact.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in viola-
tion of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not la-
beled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder in the following respects:

(a) The term “natural” was not used on labels to describe fur
products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or oth-
erwise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19 (g) of said Rules
and Regulations.

(b) Required item numbers were not set forth on labels, in vi-
olation of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondent in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder.
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Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which
failed to show that the said fur products contained or were com-
posed of bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored fur,
when such was the fact.

PaR. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that they were not invoiced in accordance with Rules and Regula-
tions promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

1. The term “natural” was not used on invoices to describe fur
products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or oth-
erwise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said Rules
and Regulations.

2. Required item numbers were not set forth, in violation of
Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR, 7. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively advertised in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that certain advertisements intended to aid, promote and assist,
directly or indirectly, in the sale and offering for sale of such fur
products were not in accordance with the provisions of Section
5(a) of the said Act.

Among and included in the aforesaid advertisements but not
limited thereto, were advertisements of respondents which ap-
peared in brochures having a wide circulation in the city and
State of New York as well as other States of the United States.

Among suchfalse and deceptive advertisements, but not limited
thereto, were advertisements which failed to show that the fur
contained in the fur products was bleached, dyed, or otherwise
artificially colored, when such was the fact.

PARr. 8. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

PAR. 9. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, man-
ufacture for introduction, sale, advertising, and offering for sale,
in commerce, and in the transportation or causing to be trans-
ported in commerce, and in the importation into the United
States, of textile fiber products; and have sold, offered for sale,
advertised, delivered, transported and caused to be transported,
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textile fiber products, which have been advertised or offered for
sale in commerce; and have sold, offered for sale, advertised, de-
livered, transported and caused to be transported after shipment
in commerce, textile fiber products, either in their original state
or contained in other textile fiber products, as the terms “com-
merce” and “textile fiber product” are defined in the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. 10. Certain of the textile fiber products were misbranded
by respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled, or
otherwise identified to show each element of information required
to be disclosed by Section 4(b) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act, and in the manner and form prescribed by the
Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not limited
thereto, were certain garments with no labels or labels which
failed:

(1) To disclose the true generic names of the fibers present;
and

(2) To disclose the true percentage of the fibers present by
weight.

PAR. 11. Respondents have failed to maintain proper records
showing the fiber content of the textile fiber products manufac-
tured by them, in violation of Section 6(a) of the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act and Rule 39 of the Regulations pro-
mulgated thereunder.

PAR. 12. The acts and practices of respondents as set forth in
Paragraphs Ten and Eleven above, were, and are, in violation of
the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder, and constituted and now
constitute unfair and deceptive acts and practices and unfair
methods of competition in commerce, within the intent and mean-
ing of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
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sion Act, the Fur Products Labeling Act, the Textile Fiber Prod-
ucts Identification Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an
admission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set
forth in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the
signing of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and
does not constitute an admission by respondents that the law has
been violated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other
provisions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Frances Novelty Co., Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of New York State, with its office and principal place of
business located at 535 8th Avenue, New York, New York. Re-
spondent corporation also trades as Domino Knitwear.

Respondents Albert Bergman and Herbert Blasenstein are
officers of said corporation and their address is the same as that
of said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest. '

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Frances Novelty Co., Inc, a
corporation, also trading as Domino Knitwear or under any other
name or names, and its officers, and Albert Bergman and Herbert
Blasenstein, individually and as officers of said corporation, and
respondents’ representatives, agents and employees, directly or
through any corporate or other device, in connection with the in-
troduction, or the manufacture for introduction, into commerce,
or the sale, advertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the
transportation or distribution in commerce, of any fur prod-
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uct; or in connection with the manufacture for sale, sale, adver-
tising, offering for sale, transportation or distribution, of any fur
product which is made in whole or in part of fur which has been
shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “commerce,”
“fur” and “fur product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling
Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by :

1. Failing to affix a label to such fur product showing
in words and figures plainly legible all the information
required to be disclosed by each of the subsections of
Section 4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of
the information required to be disclosed on a label under
the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder to describe such fur
product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed,
or otherwise artificially colored.

3. Failing to set forth on a label the item number or
mark assigned to such fur product.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by :

1. Failing to furnish an invoice, as the term “invoice”
is defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in
words and figures plainly legible all the information re-
quired to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Sec-
tion 5(b) (1) of the Fur Produects Labeling Act.

2. Failing to set forth the term ‘“natural” as part of
the information required to be disclosed on an invoice
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such
fur product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed, or otherwise artificially colored.

3. Failing to set forth on an invoice the item number
or mark assigned to such fur product.

C. Falsely or deceptively advertising any fur product
through the use of any advertisement, representation, public
announcement or notice which is intended to aid, promote or
assist, directly or indirectly, in the sale, or offering for sale
of any fur product, and which fails to set forth in words and
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figures plainly legible all the information required to be dis-
closed by each of the subsections of Section 5(a) of the Fur
Products Labeling Act.

It is further ordered, That respondents Frances Novelty Co.,
Inc., a corporation, also trading as Domino Knitwear, and its of-
ficers, and Albert Bergman and Herbert Blasenstein, individually
and as officers of said corporation, and respondents’ representa-
tives, agents and employees, directly or through any corporate or
other device, in connection with the introduction, delivery for in-
troduction, manufacture for introduction, sale, advertising, or of-
fering for sale, in commerce, or the transportation or causing to
be transported in commerce, or the importation into the United
States, of any textile fiber product; or in connection with the sale,
offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation, or causing
to be transported, of any textile fiber product which has been ad-
vertised or offered for sale in commerce; or in connection with
the sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation or
causing to be transported, after shipment in commerce, of any
textile fiber product, whether in its original state or contained in
other textile fiber products, as the terms “commerce” and ‘“textile
fiber product” are defined in the Textile Fiber Products Identifi-
cation Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding textile fiber products by failing to affix a
stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification to each
such product showing in a clear, legible and conspicuous
manner each element of information required to be disclosed
by Section 4(b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identification
Act.

B. Failing to maintain and preserve for at least three
years proper records showing the fiber content of the textile
fiber products manufactured by said respondents, as required
by Section 6(a) of the Textile Fiber Products Identification
Act and Rule 89 of the Regulations promulgated thereunder.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.
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IN THE MATTER OF

WESTCRAFT CARPETS, INC., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE TEXTILE FIBER
PRODUCTS IDENTIFICATION ACTS

Docket C—1603. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1969—Decision, Oct. 30, 1969

Consent order requiring a Denver, Colorado, dealer in carpeting to cease
misbranding and falsely advertising its textile fiber products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and by vir-
tue of the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade
Commission, having reason to believe that Westcraft Carpets,
Inc., a corporation, and Arnold Vagts and Dorothy Vagts, indi-
vidually and as officers of said corporation, hereinafter referred
to as respondents, have violated the provisions of said Acts and
the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act, and it appearing to the Commission
that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would be in the public
interest, hereby issues its complaint stating its charges in that re-
spect as follows :

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Westeraft Carpets, Inc., is a corpora-
tion organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of Colorado, with its office and principal
place of business located at 2024 South Colorado Boulevard, Den-
ver, Colorado.

Individual respondents Arnold Vagts and Dorothy Vagts are
officers of said corporate respondent. They formulate, direct and
control the acts, practices and policies of said corporate respond-
ent, including the acts and practices hereinafter referred to. The
office and principal place of business of said individual respond-
ents is the same as that of the corporate respondent.

Respondents are engaged in the sale of carpeting.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction, sale, advertising, and offering
for sale, in commerce, and in the transportation or causing to be
transported in commerce, and in the importation into the United
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States, of textile fiber products; and have sold, offered for sale,
advertised, delivered, transported and caused to be transported,
textile fiber products, which have been advertised or offered for
sale in commerce; and have sold, offered for sale, advertised, de-
livered, transported and caused to be transported, after shipment
in commerce, textile fiber products, either in their original state
or contained in other textile fiber products; as the terms “‘com-
merce” and ‘“textile fiber product” are defined in the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. 8. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded
by the respondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4 (a)
of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder, in that they were
falsely and deceptively stamped, tagged, labeled, invoiced, adver-
tised, or otherwise identified as to the name or amount of the con-
stituent fibers contained therein.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not limited
thereto, were textile fiber products which were labeled to show
the fiber content as “100% Acrilan” thereby representing the
fiber content to be 100% Acrilic. In truth and in fact the said
products contained substantially different fibers and amounts of
fibers than as represented.

PAR. 4. Certain of such textile fiber products were further mis-
branded by respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged,
labeled, or otherwise identified to show each element of informa-
tion required to be disclosed by Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act, and in the manner and form pre-
scribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated under said
Act.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not limited
thereto, were textile fiber products with labels which failed.

1. To disclose the true generic names of the fibers present; and

2. To disclose the true percentage of such fibers.

PAR. 5. Certain of said textile fiber products were falsely and
deceptively advertised in that respondents in making disclosures
or implications as to the fiber content of such textile fiber prod-
ucts in written advertisements used to aid, promote, and assist di-
rectly or indirectly in the sale or offering for sale of said prod-
ucts, failed to set forth the required information as to fiber
content as specified by Section 4 (¢) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act and in the manner and form prescribed by the
Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.
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Among such textile fiber products, but not limited thereto, were
floor coverings which were falsely and deceptively advertised in
“The Denver Post,” a newspaper published in the city of Denver,
State of Colorado, and having a wide circulation in said State and
various other States of the United States, in that the said textile
fiber products were advertised by means of fiber implying terms
such as “Acrilans,” “Dupont 501,” “Kodel,” and “Herculon’ with-
out the aforesaid required information being set forth.

PAR. 6. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others of
similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein, re-
spondents falsely and deceptively advertised textile fiber products
in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act in
that they were not advertised in accordance with the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

A. In disclosing the required fiber content information as to
floor coverings containing exempted backings, fillings, or pad-
dings, such disclosure was not made in such a manner as to indi-
cate that such required fiber content information related only to
the face, pile or outer surface of the floor covering and not to the
backing, filling, or padding, in violation of Rule 11 of the afore-
said Rules and Regulations.

B. A fiber trademark was used in advertising textile fiber
products without a full disclosure of the fiber content information
required, in the said advertisement, in violation of Rule 41 (a) of
the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

C. A fiber trademark was used in advertising textile fiber
products containing only one fiber and such fiber trademark did
not appear at least once in the said advertisement, in immediate
proximity and conjunction with the generic name of the fiber in
plainly legible and conspicuous type, in violation of Rule 41(c) of
the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 7. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth
above were, and are, in violation of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder, and constituted, and now constitute unfair methods
of competition and unfair and deceptive acts or practices, in com-
merce, under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
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after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules ; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Westeraft Carpets, Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of Colorado with its office and principal place of
business located at 2024 South Colorado Boulevard, Denver, Colo-
rado.

Respondents Arnold Vagts and Dorothy Vagts are officers of
said corporation. They formulate, direct and control the policies,
acts and practices of said corporation. Their address is the same
as that of said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Westcraft Carpets, Inc., a cor-
poration, and its officers, and Arnold Vagts and Dorothy Vagts,
individually and as officers of said corporation, and respondents’
representatives, agents and employees, directly or through any
corporate or other device, in connection with the introduction, de-
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livery for introduction, sale, advertising, or offering for sale in
commerce, or the importation into the United States of any tex-
tile fiber products; or in connection with the sale, offering for
sale, advertising, delivery, transportation or causing to be trans-
ported, of any textile fiber product, which has been advertised or
offered for sale in commerce; or in connection with the sale, of-
fering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation or causing to
be transported, after shipment in commerce of any textile fiber
product, whether in its original state or contained in other textile
fiber products, as the terms “commerce” and “textile fiber prod-
uct” are defined in the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act,
do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding textile fiber products by :

1. Falsely or deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling,
invoicing, advertising or otherwise identifying such
products as to the name or amount of the constituent
fibers contained therein.

2. Failing to affix a stamp, tag, label or other means
of identification to each such product showing in a clear,
legible and conspicuous manner each element of infor-
mation required to be disclosed by Section 4(b) of the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

B. Falsely and deceptively advertising textile fiber prod-
ucts by:

1. Making any representations, by disclosure or by
implication, as to the fiber content of any textile fiber
product in any written advertisement which is used to
aid, promote, or assist, directly or indirectly, in the sale
or offering for sale of such textile fiber product, unless
the same information required to be shown on the
stamp, tag, label or other means of identification under
Sections 4 (b) (1) and (2) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act is contained in the said advertisement,
except that the percentages of the fibers present in the
textile fiber product need not be stated.

2. Failing to set forth in disclosing the required fiber
content information as to floor coverings containing ex-
empted backings, fillings, or paddings, that such disclo-
sure relates only to the face, pile or outer surface of
such textile fiber products and not to the exempted back-
ings, fillings, or paddings.
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8. Using a fiber trademark in advertising textile fiber
products without a full disclosure of the required fiber
content information in at least one instance in said ad-
vertisement.

4. Using a fiber trademark in advertising textile fiber
products containing only one fiber without such fiber
trademark appearing at least once in the advertisement
in immediate proximity and conjunction with the ge-
neric name of the fiber, in plainly legible and conspicu-
ous type.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

MISTER MEL OF CALIFORNIA, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE TEXTILE FIBER
PRODUCTS IDENTIFICATION ACTS

Docket C-1604. Complaint, Oct. 80, 1969—Decision, Oct. 30, 1969

Consent order requiring a Los Angeles, Calif., manufacturer of women’s and
misses’ apparel to cease misbranding its textile fiber products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and by vir-
tue of the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade
Commission, having reason to believe that Mister Mel of Califor-
nia, a corporation, and Mel Dreyfuss, individually and as an
officer of said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents,
have violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated under the Textile Fiber Products Identifica-
tion Act, and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding
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by it in respect thereof would be in the public interest, hereby is-
sues its complaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Mister Mel of California is a corpo-
ration organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of California.

Respondent Mel Dreyfuss is the principal officer of said corpo-
ration. He formulates, directs and controls the acts, practices and
policies of said corporate respondent.

Respondents are engaged in the manufacture and sale of textile
fiber products, including women’s and misses’ apparel with their
principal place of business located at 714 South Los Angeles
Street, Los Angeles, California.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, man-
ufacture for introduction, sale, advertising, and offering for sale,
in commerce, and in the transportation or causing to be trans-
ported in commerce, and in the importation into the United
States, of textile fiber products; and have sold, offered for sale,
advertised, delivered, transported and caused to be transported,
textile fiber products which had been advertised or offered for
sale in commerce; and have sold, offered for sale, advertised, deliv-
ered, transported and caused to be transported, after shipment in
commerce, textile fiber products, either in their original state or
contained in other textile fiber products; as the terms “commerce”
and “textile fiber products’ are defined in the Textile Fiber Prod-
ucts Identification Act.

PAR. 3. Certain textile fiber products were misbranded by re-
spondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) of the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the Rules and Reg-
ulations promulgated thereunder in that they were falsely and de-
ceptively stamped, tagged, labeled, invoiced, advertised, or other-
wise identified as to the name or amounts of the constituent fibers
contained therein.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not limited
thereto, were garments with dual labels showing conflicting
amounts of constituent fibers therein. One example is a garment
with a stitch-in label showing the fiber content to be “100%
Arnel Triacetate” and a hang tag showing the fiber content to be
“85% Arnel Triacetate 15% Nylon.”

PAR. 4. Certain of the textile fiber products were misbranded
by the respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled
or otherwise identified to show each element of information re-
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quired to be disclosed by Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber Prod-
ucts Identification Act, and in the manner and form prescribed by
the Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products were garments
which were not labeled to show that they were imported and the
name of the country where they were processed or manufactured.

PAR. 5. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded
in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act in
that they were not labeled in accordance with the Rules and Reg-
ulations promulgated thereunder in that non-required informa-
tion was set forth on labels in such a manner as to interfere with,
minimize, detract from, and conflict with information required by
Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and
in violation of Rule 16 (¢) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 6. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth
above were and are in violation of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder, and constituted, and now constitute, unfair methods
of competition and unfair and deceptive acts or practices, in com-
merce, under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an' admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules ; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
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stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (80) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Mister Mel of California is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of California, with its office and principal place of business
located at 714 South Los Angeles Street, Los Angeles, California.

Respondent Mel Dreyfuss is the principal officer of said corpo-
ration and his address is the same as that of said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Mister Mel of California, a cor-
poration; and its officers, and Mel Dreyfuss, individually and as
an officer of said corporation, and respondents’ representatives,
agents and employees, directly or through any corporate or other
device, in connection with the introduction, delivery for introduc-
tion, manufacture for introduction, sale, advertising, or offering
for sale, in commerce, or the transportation or causing to be
transported in commerce, or the importation into the United
States, of any textile fiber product; or in connection with the sale,
offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation, or causing
to be transported, of any textile fiber product which has been ad-
vertised or offered for sale in commerce; or in connection with
the sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation,
or causing to be transported, after shipment in commerce, of any
textile fiber product, whether in its original state or contained in
other textile fiber products, as the terms “commerce” and “textile
fiber product” are defined in the Textile Products Identification
Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding textile fiber products by:

1. Falsely or deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling,
invoicing, advertising, or otherwise identifying such
products as to the name or amount of constituent fibers
contained therein.
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9. Failing to affix a stamp, tag, label, or other means
of identification to each such product showing in a clear,
legible and conspicuous manner each element of infor-
mation required to be disclosed by Section 4 (b) of the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

3. Setting forth on the label or elsewhere on the prod-
uct non-required information so as to interfere with,
minimize, detract from, or conflict with the required in-
formation.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

MORRIS WASSERMAN FUR. CORP. ET AL

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1605. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1969—Decision, Oct. 80, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City fur merchant to cease falsely in-
voicing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that Morris Wasserman Fur Corp., a
corporation, and Morris Wasserman, individually and as an
officer of said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents,
have violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it
appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
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thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its com-
plaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Morris Wasserman Fur Corp. is a
corporation organized, existing and doing business under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of New York.

Respondent Morris Wasserman is an officer of the corporate re-
spondent. He formulates, directs and controls the acts, practices
and policies of the said corporate respondent including those
hereinafter set forth.

Respondents are fur merchants with their office and principal
place of business located at 150 West 30th Street, New York,
New York.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the man-
ufacture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, adver-
tising, and offering for sale in commerce, and in the transporta-
tion and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and have
manufactured for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale, trans-
ported and distributed fur products which have been made in
whole or in part of furs which have been shipped and received in
commerce; and have introduced into commerce, sold, advertised
and offered for sale in commerce and transported and distributed
in commerce, furs, as the terms ‘“commerce,” “fur” and “fur
product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 8. Certain of said fur products or furs were falsely and de-
ceptively invoiced by the respondents in that they were not in-
voiced as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Label-
ing Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such
Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products or
furs but not limited thereto, were fur products or furs covered by
invoices which failed:

1. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products or
furs was bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when
such was the fact.

2. To show the country of origin of imported furs or those con-
tained in the fur products.

PAR. 4. Respondents sold and distributed fur products or furs
which were bleached, dyed or artificially colored. Certain of these
furs or fur products were falsely and deceptively invoiced in viola-
tion of Section 5(b) (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that
the said fur products were described on invoices as “Mink” with-
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out disclosing that said fur products or furs were bleached, dyed
or otherwise artificially colored. The respondents’ description of
the said furs or fur products as “Mink’” without a disclosure that
the said furs or fur products were bleached, dyed or artificially
colored had the tendency and capacity to mislead respondents’
customers and others into the erroneous belief that the fur prod-
ucts or furs were not bleached, dyed or otherwise artificially col-
ored. Such failure to disclose a material fact was to the prejudice
of respondents’ customers and the purchasing public and consti-
tuted false and deceptive invoicing under Section 5(b) (2) of the
Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products or furs were falsely and
deceptively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling
Act for the reason that they were not invoiced in accordance with
the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in that the
fact that fur products or furs were composed of bleached, dyed or
otherwise artificially colored fur was not disclosed in the required
information on invoices covering the said fur products or furs in
violation of Rule 19 (a) of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 6. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein alleged in Paragraphs Three, Four and Five, are in viola-
tion of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regula-
tions promulgated thereunder and constitute unfair methods of
competition and unfair and deceptive acts and practices in com-
merce under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of ‘all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
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lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (80) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Morris Wasserman Fur Corp. is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York.

Respondent Morris Wasserman is an officer of said corporation.
He formulates, directs, and controls the acts, practices and poli-
cies of said corporation.

Respondents are fur merchants with their office and place of
business located at 150 West 30th Street, New York, New York.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Morris Wasserman Fur Corp.,
a corporation, and its officers, and Morris Wasserman, individu-
ally and as an officer of said corporation, and respondents’ repre-
sentatives, agents and employees, directly or through any corpo-
rate or other device, in connection with the introduction, or
manufacture for introduction, into commerce, or the sale, adver-
tising or offering for sale in commerce, or the transportation or
distribution in commerce, of any fur product; or in connection
with the manufacture for sale, sale, advertising, offering for sale,
transportation or distribution of any fur product which is made
in whole or in part of fur which has been shipped and received in
commerce; or in connection with the introduction into commerce,
or the sale, advertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the
transportation or distribution in commerce of furs, as the terms
“commerce,” “fur” and ‘“fur product” are defined in the Fur
Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and desist from falsely
or deceptively invoicing furs or fur products by :



506 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

Decision and Order 76 F.T.C.

1. Failing to furnish invoices, as the term “invoice” is de-
fined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to be
disclosed by each of the subsections of Section 5(b) (1) of the
Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Representing, directly or by implication, on invoices
that the fur contained in the furs or fur products is natural
when such fur is pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or other-
wise artificially colored.

3. Describing fur products or furs which have been
bleached, dyed or otherwise artificially colored by the name
of mink or by any other animal name or names without dis-
closing that the said fur products or furs were bleached, dyed
or otherwise artificially colored.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

“STEFFI” FASHIONS, INC., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE WOOL PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1606. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1969—Decision, Oct. 30, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturer of children’s wool
garments to cease misbranding its wool products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, and by virtue
of the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Com-
mission, having reason to believe that ‘“Steffi” Fashions, Inc., a
corporation, and David G. Paris and Ben Chalk, individually and
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as officers of said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respond-
ents, have violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated under the Wool Products Labeling Act
of 1939, and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by
it in respect thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues
its complaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent “Steffi” Fashions, Inc., is a corpora-
tion organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of New York.

Individual respondents David G. Paris and Ban Chalk are
officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and control
the acts, practices and policies of the corporate respondent in-
cluding the acts and practices hereinafter referred to.

Respondents are engaged in the manufacture of children’s wool
products. Their office and principal place of business is located at
520 Eighth Avenue, New York, New York.

PAR. 2. Respondents, now and for some time last past, have in-
troduced into commerce, manufactured for introduction into com-
merce, sold, transported, distributed, delivered for shipment,
shipped and offered for sale, in commerce, as ‘‘commerce” is de-
fined in said Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, wool products
as “wool product” is defined therein.

PAR. 3. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by the
respondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) (1) of
the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely and de-
ceptively stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified with
respect to the character and amount of the constituent fibers con-
tained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were wool products namely children’s coats, which were stamped,
tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified as containing “80.% Re-
processed Wool, 20% Other Fibers,” whereas in truth and in fact,
such wool products contained substantially different fibers and
amounts of fibers than represented.

PAR. 4. Certain of said wool products were further misbranded
by respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled, or
otherwise identified as required under the provisions of Section
4(a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and in the
manner and form as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under said Act.
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Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were wool products, namely children’s coats, with labels on or af-
fixed thereto, which failed to disclose the percentage of the total
fiber weight of the said wool products, exclusive of ornamentation
not exceeding 5 per centum of said total fiber weight, of (1)
wool; (2) reprocessed wool; (3) reused wool; (4) each fiber other
than wool, when said percentage by weight of such fiber was 5
per centum or more; and (5) the aggregate of all other fibers.

PAR. 5. Certain of said wool products were misbranded in viola-
tion of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 in that they were
not stamped, tagged, or otherwise identified in accordance with
the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in the follow-
ing respects:

1. The respective percentages of fibers contained in the face
and in the back of pile fabrics were not set out in such a manner
as to give the ratio between the face and the back of such fabrics
where an election was made to separately set out the fiber content
of the face and back of wool products containing pile fabrics, in
violation of Rule 26 of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

2. Samples, swatches or specimens of wool products used to
promote or effect sales of such wool produets in commerce, were
not labeled or marked to show the information required under
Section 4(a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and
the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, in violation
of Rule 22 of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 6. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth
above were, and are, in violation of the Wool Products Labeling
Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereun-
der, and constituted, and now constitute, unfair methods of com-
petition, and unfair and deceptive acts and practices, in com-
merce, within the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade
Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
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charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Actg, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further con-
formity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34 (b) of its Rules,
the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the following
jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Proposed respondent “Steffi” Fashions, Inc., is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York, with its office and principal place
of business located at 520 Eighth Avenue, New York, New York.

Proposed respondents David G. Paris and Ben Chalk are
officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and control
the policies, acts and practices of said corporation. Their address
is the same as that of said corporation.

Proposed respondents are engaged in the manufacture of chil-
dren’s wool products. Sales are made to retail stores located
throughout the United States.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents “Steffi” Fashions, Inc., a corpo-
ration, and its officers, and David G. Paris and Ben Chalk, indi-
vidually and as officers of said corporation, and respondents’ rep-
resentatives, agents and employees, directly or through any
corporate or other device, in connection with the introduction into
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commerce, or the manufacture for introduction into commerce, or
the offering for sale, sale, transportation, distribution, delivery
for shipment or shipment, in commerce, of wool products, as
“commerce” and “wool product” are defined in the Wool Products
Labeling Act of 1939, do forthwith cease and desist from mis-
branding wool products by:

1. Falsely and deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling or
otherwise identifying such products as to the character or
amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.

2. Failing to securely affix to or place on, each such prod-
uct a stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification show-
ing in a clear and conspicuous manner each element of infor-
mation required to be discicsed by Section 4(a) (2) of the
Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939.

8. Failing to set forth rvespective percentages of fibers con-
tained in the face and back of pile fabrics in such a manner
as to give the ratio between the face and back of each such
fabric where an election is made to separately set out the
fiber content of the face and back of wool products contain-
ing pile fabrics.

4. Failing to affix labels or other markings to samples,
swatches and specimens of wool products used to promote or
effect sales of such wool products in commerce, showing in
words and figures plainly legible all of the information re-
quired to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Section
4 (a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.
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IN THE MATTER OF
FRED TAUB

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1607. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1969—Decision, Oct. 30, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City wholesaler of furs to cease falsely
invoicing his fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that Fred Taub, an individual trading as
Fred Taub, hereinafter referred to as respondent, has violated
the provisions of said Aects and the Rules and Regulations pro-
mulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it appearing
to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof
would be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint stating
its charges in that respect as follows: '

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Fred Taub is an individual trading
under his own name.

Respondent is a wholesaler of furs with his office and principal
place of business located at 858 Seventh Avenue, New York, New
York.

PAR. 2. Respondent is now, and for some time last past has
been, engaged in the introduction into commerce, the sale, adver-
tising and offering for sale in commerce, and in the transporta-
tion and distribution in commerce, of furs, as the terms “com-
merce” and “fur” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said furs were falsely and deceptively
invoiced by the respondent in that they were not invoiced as re-
quired by Section 5(b) (1) of the ¥ur Products Labeling Act and
the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced furs, but not lim-
ited thereto, were imported furs covered by invoices which failed
to show the country of origin of such imported furs.
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PAR. 4. Certain of said furs were falsely and deceptively in-
voiced with respect to the name of the country of origin of im-
ported furs, in violation of Section 5(b) (2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced furs, but not lim-
ited thereto, were imported furs covered by invoices whieh failed
to show the country of origin of such imported furs. The omis-
sion of the required material fact as to the country of origin of
the imported furs implied that the said furs were of domestic ori-
gin when in truth and in fact the said furs were of foreign ori-
gin, in violation of Section 5(b) (2) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

PARr. 5. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-

sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof, and the respondent having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondent that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafier considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ent has violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
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the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (80) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Fred Taub is an individual trading under his
own name. He is a wholesaler of furs with his office and principal
place of business located at 358 Seventh Avenue, New York, New
York.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the pro-
ceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent Fred Taub, an individual trad-
ing under his own name or any other name, and respondent’s
representatives, agents and employees, directly or through any
corporate or other device, in connection with the introduction into
commerce, or the sale, advertising or offering for sale in com-
merce, or the transportation or distribution in commerce, of any
fur, as the terms “commerce” and “fur” are defined in the Fur
Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and desist from falsely
or deceptively invoicing furs by:

1. Failing to furnish an invoice as the term “invoice” is
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to be
disclosed by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

2. Misrepresenting in any manner on an invoice directly
or by implication, the country of origin of any imported fur.

It is further ordered, That the respondent herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon him of this order, file with the
Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the man-
ner and form in which he has complied with this order.
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IN THE MATTER OF
E. J. PAGER, INC., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C~1608. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1969—Decigion, Oct. 80, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City wholesale furrier corporation to
cease falsely invoicing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that E. J. Pager, Inc., a corporation, and
Edward J. Pager, individually and as an officer of said corpora-
tion, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have violated the
provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it appearing to
the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would
be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint stating its
charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent E. J. Pager, Inc., is a corporation or-
ganized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York. Respondent Edward J. Pager is
an officer of the corporate respondent. He formulates, directs and
controls the policies and acts and practices of the said corporate
respondent including those hereinafter set forth.

Respondents are wholesalers of furs with their office and prin-
cipal place of business located at 358 Seventh Avenue, New York,
New York.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now, and for some time last past have
been, engaged in the introduction into commerce, the sale, adver-
tising and offering for sale in commerce, and the transportation
and distribution in commerce, of furs, as the terms “commerce”
and “fur” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PARr. 8. Certain of said furs were falsely and deceptively in-
voiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced as re-
quired by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and
the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.
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Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced furs, but not lim-
ited thereto, were imported furs covered by invoices which failed
to show the country of origin of such imported furs.

PAR. 4. Certain of said furs were falsely and deceptively in-
voiced with respect to the name of the country of origin of im-
ported furs, in violation of Section 5(b) (2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced furs, but not lim-
ited thereto, were imported furs covered by invoices which failed
to show the country of origin of such imported furs. The omis-
sion of the required material fact as to the country of origin of
the imported furs implied that the said furs were of domestic ori-
gin when in truth and in fact the said furs were of foreign ori-
gin, in violation of Section 5(b) (2) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

PAR. 5. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-

sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and
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The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent E. J. Pager, Inc., is a corporation, organized, ex-
isting and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of New York with its office and principal place of business
located at 358 Seventh Avenue, New York, New York.

Respondent Edward J. Pager is an officer of said corporation.
He formulates, directs and controls the policies, acts and prac-
tices of said corporation and his address is the same as that of
said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents E. J. Pager, Inc., a corporation,
and its officers, and Edward J. Pager, individually and as an
officer of said corporation, and respondents’ representatives,
agents and employees, directly or through any corporate or other
device, in connection with the introduetion into commerce, or the
sale, advertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the trans-
portation or distribution in commerce, of any fur, as the terms
“commerce” and “fur” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling
Act do forthwith cease and desist from falsely or deceptively in-
voicing furs by:

1. Failing to furnish an invoice as the term “invoice” is
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to be
disclosed by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

2. Misrepresenting in any manner on an invoice, directly
or by implication, the country of origin of any imported fur.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
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forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

STEINBACH COMPANY, INC.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, THE TEXTILE FIBER
PRODUCTS IDENTIFICATION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS LABELING
ACTS

Docket C-1609. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1969—Decision, Oct. 30, 1969
Consent order requiring an Asbury Park, N.J., department store to cease

misbranding and falsely invoicing its furs and falsely advertising its
fur and textile products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act, the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Textile Fiber Prod-
ucts Identification Act, and by virtue of the authority vested in it
by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, having reason to be-
lieve that Steinbach Company, Inc., a corporation, hereinafter re-
ferred to as respondent, has violated the provisions of said Acts
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification
Act, and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it
in respect thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues
its complaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Steinbach Company, Inc., is a corpo-
ration organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of New York.

Respondent operates a department store with its office and
principal place of business located at 531 Cookman Avenue, As-
bury Park, New Jersey.

PAR. 2. Respondent is now, and for some time last past has
been, engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the sale,
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advertising, and offering for sale in commerce, and in the trans-
portation and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and has
sold, advertised, offered for sale, transported and distributed fur
products which have been made in whole or in part of furs which
have been shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “com-
merce,” “fur” and ‘“fitr product” are defined in the Fur Products
Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were falsely and deceptively labeled or otherwise falsely or
deceptively identified with respect to the name or designation of
the animal or animals that produced the fur from which the said
fur products had been manufactured, in violation of Section 4 (1)
of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,
were fur products which were labeled as ‘“Broadtail” thereby
implying that the furs contained therein were entitled to the des-
ignation “Broadtail Lamb” when in truth and in fact the furs
contained therein were not entitled to such designation.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,
were fur products with labels which failed to show the true ani-
mal name of the animal or animals which produced the fur used
in such fur products.

PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in viola-
tion of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not la-
beled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder in the following respects:

(a) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder was set forth on labels in abbreviated form, in viola-
tion of Rule 4 of said Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term “Dyed Broadtail-processed Lamb” was not set
forth on labels in the manner required by law, in violation of
Rule 10 of said Rules and Regulations.

(¢) The term ‘“natural” was not used on labels to describe fur
products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or oth-
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erwise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said Rules
and Regulations.

(d) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder was set forth in handwriting on labels, in violation of
Rule 29 (b) of said Rules and Regulations.

(e) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder was not set forth in the required sequence, in viola-
tion of Rule 30 of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondent in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which
failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the animal or animals
which produced the fur used in such fur produects.

2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

3. To show the country of origin of imported furs used in any
such fur products.

PaRr. 7. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced with respect to the name or designation of the ani-
mal or animals that produced the fur from which the said fur
products had been manufactured, in violation of Section 5(b) (2)
of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products which were invoiced as
“Broadtail” thereby implying that furs contained therein were
entitled to the designation “Broadtail Lamb” when in truth and
in fact the furs contained therein were not entitled to such desig-
nation.

Par. 8. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in that respondent set forth on invoices pertaining
to fur products the name of an animal other than the name or
names of the animal or animals that produced the fur from which
the said fur products had been manufactured, in violation of Sec-
tion 5(b) (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
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PAR. 9. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that they were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) Information required under Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur
Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thereunder was set forth on invoices in abbreviated form,
in violation of Rule 4 of said Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term “Persian Lamb” was not set forth on invoices in
the manner required by law, in violation of Rule 8 of said Rules
and Regulations.

(¢c) The term “Dyed Broadtail-processed Lamb” was not set
forth on invoices in the manner required by law, in violation of
Rule 10 of said Rules and Regulations.

(d) The term “natural” was not used on invoices to describe
fur products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed or
otherwise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said
Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 10. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively advertised in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that certain advertisements intended to aid, promote and assist,
directly or indirectly, in the sale and offering for sale of such fur
products were not in accordance with the provisions of Section
5(a) of the said Act.

Among and included in the aforesaid advertisements but not
limited thereto, were advertisements of respondent which ap-
peared in issues of the Asbury Park Evening Press, a newspaper
published in the city of Asbury Park, State of New Jersey and
having a wide circulation in New Jersey and in other States of
the United States.

Among such false and deceptive advertisements, but not limited
thereto, were advertisements which failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the animal or animals
which produced the fur used in such fur products.

2. To show that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

PaRr. 11. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein,
respondent falsely and deceptively advertised fur products in vio-
lation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that the said fur prod-
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ucts were not advertised in accordance with the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) The term “Dyed Broadtail-processed Lamb” was not set
forth in the manner required, in violation of Rule 10 of the said
Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term “natural’ was not used to describe fur products
which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise ar-
tifically colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of the said Rules and
Regulations.

PAR. 12. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein
respondent falsely and deceptively advertised fur products in that
certain of said fur products were falsely or deceptively identified
with respect to the name or designation of the animal or animals
that produced the fur from which the said fur products had been
manufactured, in violation of Section 5(a) (5) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively advertised fur products,
but not limited thereto, were fur products advertised as ‘“Broad-
tail” thereby implying that the furs contained therein were enti-
tled to the designation “Broadtail Lamb” when in truth and in
fact the furs contained therein were not entitled to such designa-
tion.

PaR. 13. In advertising fur products for sale, as aforesaid, re-
spondent made pricing claims and representations of the types
covered by subsections (a), (b), (¢) and (d) of Rule 44 of the
Regulations under the Fur Products Labeling Act. Respondent in
making such claims and representations failed to maintain full
and adequate records disclosing the facts upon which such claims
and representations were based, in violation of Rule 44 (e) of said
Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 14. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

PAR. 15. Respondent is now and for some time last past has
been engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, sale,
advertising, and offering for sale, in commerce, and in the trans-
portation or causing to be transported in commerce, and in the
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‘mportation into the United States, of textile fiber products; and
has sold, offered for sale, advertised, delivered, transported and
caused to be transported, textile fiber products, which have been
advertised or offered for sale in commerce; and has sold, offered
for sale, advertised, delivered, transported and caused to be
transported, after shipment in commerce, textile fiber products,
either in their original state or contained in other textile fiber
products, as the terms “commerce” and ““textile fiber product” are
defined in the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. 16. Certain of said textile fiber products were falsely and
deceptively advertised in that respondent, in making disclosures
or implications as to the fiber content of such textile fiber prod-
ucts in written advertisements used to aid, promote, and assist,
directly or indirectly, in the sale or offering for sale of said prod-
ucts, failed to set forth the required information as to fiber con-
tent as specified in Section 4(c) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act and in the manner and form prescribed by the
Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among such textile fiber products, but not limited thereto, were
textile fiber products which were falsely and deceptively adver-
tised in the Asbury Park Evening Press, a newspaper published
in the city of Asbury Park, State of New Jersey, and having a
wide circulation in New Jersey and various other States of the
United States, in that the true generic names of the fibers present
in such products were not set forth.

PAR. 17. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein,
respondent falsely and deceptively advertised textile fiber prod-
ucts in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act
in that said textile fiber products were not advertised in accord-
ance with the Rules and Regulations thereunder in the following
respects: ’

(a) In disclosing the required fiber content information as fo
floor coverings containing exempted backings, fillings, or pad-
dings, such disclosure was not made in such a manner as to indi-
cate that such required fiber content information related only to
the face, pile or outer surface of the floor coverings and not to
the backings, fillings, or paddings, in violation of Rule 11 of the
aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

(b) Fiber trademarks were used in advertising textile fiber
products without a full disclosure of the fiber content information
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required by the said Act and the Rules and Regulations thereun-
der in at least one instance in said advertisements, in violation of
Rule 41 (a) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

(¢) A fiber trademark was used in advertising a textile fiber
product containing only one fiber and such fiber trademark did
not appear at least once in the said advertisement in immediate
proximity and conjunction with the generic name of the fiber to
which it related in plainly legible and conspicuous type or letter-
ing in violation of Rule 41 (c) of the aforesaid Rules and Regula-
tions.

PAR. 18. The acts and practices of the respondent as set forth
in Paragraphs Sixteen and Seventeen above were, and are, in vio-
lation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, and constituted,
and now constitute, unfair methods of competition, and unfair
and deceptive acts and practices in commerce under the Federal
Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof, and the respondent having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondent that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ent has violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
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public record for a period of thirty (80) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Steinbach Company, Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York with its office and principal place
of business located at 531 Cookman Avenue, Asbury Park, New
Jersey.

The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent and the pro-
ceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent Steinbach Company, Inc., a
corporation, and its officers, representatives, agents and em-
ployees, directly or through any corporation or other device, in
connection with the introduction, into commerce, or the sale, ad-
vertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the transportation
or distribution in commerce, of any fur product; or in connection
with the sale, advertising, offering for sale, transportation or
distribution, of any fur product which is made in whole or in part
of fur which has been shipped and received in commerce, as the
terms “commerce,” “fur” and “fur product” are defined in the
Fur Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Falsely or deceptively labeling or otherwise falsely
or deceptively identifying any such fur product as to the
name or designation of the animal or animals that pro-
duced the fur contained in the fur product.

2. Failing to affix a label to such fur product showing
in words and in figures plainly legible all of the infor-
mation required to be disclosed by each of the subsec-
tions of Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

3. Setting forth information required under Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in abbreviated
form on a label affixed to such fur product.

4. Failing to set forth the term “Dyed Broadtail-pro-
cessed Lamb” on a label in the manner required where
an election is made to use that term in lieu of the term
“Dyed Lamb.”
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5. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of
the information required to be disclosed on a label under
the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder to describe such fur
product which is not pointed, belached, dyed, tip-dyed,
or otherwise artificially colored.

6. Setting forth information required under Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in handwriting
on a label affixed to such fur product.

7. Failing to set forth information required under
Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder on a
label in the sequence required by Rule 30 of the afore-
said Rules and Regulations.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by :

1. Failing to furnish an invoice, as the term “invoice”
is defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in
words and figures plainly legible all the information re-
quired to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Sec-
tion 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Setting forth on an invoice pertaining to such fur
product any false or deceptive information with respect
to the name or designation of the animal or animals that
produced the fur contained in such fur product.

3. Setting forth on an invoice pertaining to such fur
product the name or names of any animal or animals
other than the name of the animal producing the fur
contained in the fur product as specified in the Fur
Products Name Guide, and as prescribed by the Rules
and Regulations.

4. Setting forth information required under Section
5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in abbreviated
form or an invoice pertaining to such fur product.

5. Failing to set forth the term “Persian Lamb” in
the manner required where an election is made to use
that term instead of the word “Lamb.”

6. Failing to set forth the term “Dyed Broadtail-proc-
essed Lamb” in the manner required where an election
is made to use that term instead of the words “Dyed
Lamb.”
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7. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of
the information required to be disclosed on an invoice
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such
fur product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed or otherwise artificially colored.

C. Falsely or deceptively advertising any fur product
through the use of any advertisement, representation, public
announcement or notice which is intended to aid, promote or
assist, directly or indirectly, in the sale, or offering for sale of
any such fur product, and which:

1. Fails to set forth in words and figures plainly legi-
ble all the information required to be disclosed by each
of the subsections of Section 5(a) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act.

2. Falsely or deceptively identifies any fur product as
to the name or designation or the animal or animals that
produced the fur contained in the fur product.

8. Fails to set forth the term “Dyed Broadtail-proc-
essed Lamb” in the manner required where an election
is made to use that term instead of the words “Dyed
Lamb.”

4. Fails to set forth the term “natural” as part of the
information required to be disclosed in advertisements
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such
fur product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed, or otherwise artifically colored.

D. Failing to maintain full and adequate records disclos-
ing the facts upon which pricing claims and representations
of the types described in subsections (a), (b), (¢) and (d) of
Rule 44 of the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the
Fur Products Labeling Act, are based.

It is further ordered, That respondent Steinbach Company,
Inc., a corporation, and its officers, representatives, agents and
employees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in
connection with the introduction, delivery for introduction, sale,
advertising or offering for sale, in commerce, or the transporta-
tion or causing to be transported, or the importation into the
United States, of any textile fiber product; or in connection with
the sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation or
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causing to be transported, of any textile fiber product which has
been advertised or offered for sale in commerce; or in connection
with the sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transporta-
tion, or causing to be transported, after shipment in commerce, of
any textile fiber product, whether in its original state or con-
tained in other textile fiber products, as the terms ‘“‘commerce”
and “textile fiber product” are defined in the Textile Fiber Prod-
uct Identification Act, do forthwith cease and desist from falsely
or deceptively advertising any textile fiber product by :

1. Making any representation, by disclosure or by implica-
tion, as to the fiber content of such textile fiber product in
any written advertisement which is used to aid, promote or
assist, directly or indirectly, in the sale or offering for sale of
such textile fiber product, unless the same information re-
quired to be shown on the stamp, tag, label, or other means
of identification under Section 4 (b) (1) and (2) of the Tex-
tile Fiber Products Identification Act is contained in the said
advertisement, except that the percentages of the fiber pres-
ent in a textile fiber product need not be stated.

2. Failing to set forth in disclosing the required fiber con-
tent information as to floor coverings containing exempted
backings, fillings or paddings, that such disclosure relates
only to the face, pile or outer surface of such textile fiber
products and not to the exempted backing, fillings or pad-
dings.

8. Using a fiber trademark in advertising such textile fiber
product without a full disclosure of the required content in-
formation in at least one instance in said advertisement.

4. Using a fiber trademark in advertising such textile fiber
product containing only one fiber without such fiber trade-
mark appearing at least once in the said advertisement, in
immediate proximity and conjunction with the generic name
of the fiber and in plainly legible and conspicuous type or let-
tering.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That respondent herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon it of this order, file with the
Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the man-
ner and form in which it has complied with this order.
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IN THE MATTER OF
R.J. GOERKE CO., INC.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, THE TEXTILE FIBER
PRODUCTS IDENTIFICATION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS LABELING
ACTS

Docket C-1610. Complaint, Oct. 30, 1 969—Deciston, Oct. 30, 1969

Consent order requiring an Elizabeth, N.J., department store to cease falsely
advertising, invoicing, and misbranding, and failing to keep required rec-
ords on its fur products and falsely advertising its textile fiber prod-
ucts.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act, the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Textile Fiber Prod-
ucts Identification Act, and by virtue of the authority vested in it
by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, having reason to be-
lieve that R. J. Goerke Co., Inc., hereinafter referred to as re-
spondent, has violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and it ap-
pearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its com-
plaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent R. J. Goerke Co., Inc., is a corpora-
tion organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of New Jersey.

Respondent operates a department store with its office and
principal place of business located at 100 Broad Street, Elizabeth,
New Jersey.

PaR. 2. Respondent is now, and for some time last past has
been, engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the sale,
advertising, and offering for sale in commerce, and in the trans-
portation and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and has
sold, advertised, offered for sale, transported and distributed fur
products which have been made in whole or in part of furs which
have been shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “com-
merce,” “fur” and “fur product” are defined in the Fur Products
Labeling Act.
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PAR. 8. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were falsely and deceptively labeled or otherwise falsely or
deceptively identified with respect to the name or designation of
the animal or animals that produced the fur from which the said
fur products had been manufactured, in violation of Section 4(1)
of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,
were fur products labeled as “Broadtail” thereby implying that
the furs contained therein were entitled to the designation
“Broadtail Lamb,” when in truth and in fact the furs contained
therein-were not entitled to such designation.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under,

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,
were fur products with labels which failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the animal or animals
which produced the fur used in such fur products.

2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact. :

PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in viola-
tion of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not la-
beled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder in the following respects:

(a) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder was set forth on labels in abbreviated form, in viola-
tion of Rule 4 of said Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term “Dyed Broadtail-processed Lamb’ was not set
forth on labels in the manner required by law, in violation of
Rule 10 of said Rules and Regulations.

(¢) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder was set forth in handwriting on labels, in violation of
Rule 29 (b) of said Rules and Regulations.

(d) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
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thereunder was not set forth in the required sequence, in viola-
tion of Rule 80 of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondent in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which
failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the animal or animals
which produced the fur used in such fur products.

2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

PAR. 7. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that they were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) Information required under Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur
Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thereunder was set forth on invoices in abbreviated form,
in violation of Rule 4 of said Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term “natural” was not used on invoices to describe
fur products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed or
otherwise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said
Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 8. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively advertised in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that certain advertisements intended to aid, promote and assist,
directly or indirectly, in the sale and offering for sale of such
fur products were not in accordance with the provisions of Sec-
tion 5(a) of the said Act.

Among and included in the aforesaid advertisements but not
limited thereto, were advertisements of respondent which ap-
peared in issues of the Daily Journal, a newspaper published in
the city of Elizabeth, State of New Jersey and having a wide
circulation in New Jersey and in other States of the United
States.

Among such false and deceptive advertisements, but not limited
thereto, were advertisements which failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the animal or animals
which produced the fur used in such fur products.
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2. To show that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

PAR. 9. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein,
respondent falsely and deceptively advertised fur products in vio-
lation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that the said fur prod-
ucts were not advertised in accordance with the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) The term “Dyed Broadtail-processed Lamb” was not set
forth in the manner required, in violation of Rule 10 of the said
Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term “natural” was not used to describe fur products
which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise ar-
tificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of the said Rules and
Regulations.

PAR. 10. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein
respondent falsely and deceptively advertised fur products in that
certain of said fur products were falsely or deceptively identified
with respect to the name or designation of the animal or animals
that produced the fur from which the said fur products had been
manufactured, in violation of Section 5(a) (5) of the Fur Pro-
ducts Labeling Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively advertised fur products,
but not limited thereto, were fur products advertised as Broadtail
thereby implying that the furs contained therein were entitled to
the designation “Broadtail Lamb” when in truth and in fact the
furs contained therein were not entitled to such designation.

PAR. 11. In advertising fur products for sale, as aforesaid, re-
spondent made pricing claims and representations of the types
covered by subsection (a), (b), (c) and (d) of Rule 44 of the
Regulations under the Fur Products Labeling Act. Respondent in
making such claims and representations failed to maintain full
and adequate records disclosing the facts upon which such claims
and representations were based, in violation of Rule 44 (e) of said
Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 12. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and
constitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and decep-
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tive acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade
Commission Act.

PAR. 13. Respondent is now and for some time last past has
been engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, sale,
advertising, and offering for sale, in commerce, and in the trans-
portation or causing to be transported in commerce, and in the
importation into the United States, of textile fiber products; and
has sold, offered for sale, advertised, delivered, transported and
caused to be transported, textile fiber products, which have been
advertised or offered for sale in commerce; and has sold, offered
for sale, advertised, delivered, transported and caused to be
transported, after shipment in commerce, textile fiber products,
either in their original state or contained in other textile fiber
products, as the terms “commerce” and “textile fiber product” are
defined in the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. 14. Certain of said textile fiber products were falsely and
deceptively advertised in that respondent, in making disclosures
or implications as to the fiber content of such textile fiber prod-
ucts in written advertisements used to aid, promote, and assist,
directly or indirectly, in the sale or offering for sale of said prod-
ucts, failed to set forth the required information as to fiber con-
tent as specified in Section 4(c¢) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act and in the manner and form prescribed by the
Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among such textile fiber products, but not limited thereto, were
textile fiber products which were falsely and deceptively adver-
tised in the Daily Journal, a newspaper published in the city of
Elizabeth, State of New Jersey, and having a wide circulation in
New Jersey and various other States of the United States, in that
the true generic names of the fibers present in such products
were not set forth.

PAR. 15. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein,
respondent falsely and deceptively advertised textile fiber prod-
ucts in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act
in that said textile fiber products were not advertised in accord-
ance with the Rules and Regulations thereunder in the following
respects:

(a) Fiber trademarks were used in advertising textile fiber
products without a full disclosure of the fiber content information
required by the said Act and the Rules and Regulations thereun-
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der in at least one instance in said advertisements, in violation of
Rule 41 (a) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

(b) Fiber trademarks were used in advertising textile fiber
products containing more than one fiber and such fiber trade-
marks did not appear in the required fiber content information in
immediate proximity and conjunction with the generic names of
the fibers to which they related in plainly legible type or lettering
of equal size and conspicuousness, in violation of Rule 41(b) of
the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

(c) A fiber trademark was used in advertising a textile fiber
product containing only one fiber and such fiber trademark did
not appear at least once in the said advertisement in immediate
proximity and conjunction with the generic name of the fiber to
which it related in plainly legible and conspicuous type or letter-
ing, in violation of Rule 41(c) of the aforesaid Rules and Regula-
tions.

PAR. 16. The acts and practices of the respondent as set forth
in Paragraphs Fourteen and Fifteen above were, and are, in vio-
lation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, and constituted,
and now constitute, unfair methods of competition, and unfair
and deceptive acts and practices in commerce under the Federal
Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof, and the respondent having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act, the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commisson having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondent that the law has been vio-
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lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ent has violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent R. J. Goerke Co., Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New Jersey, with its office and principal
place of business located at 100 Broad Street, city of Elizabeth,
State of New Jersey.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent and the pro-
ceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent R. J. Goerke Co., Inc., a corpora-
tion, and its officers, and respondent’s representatives, agents and
employees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in
connection with the introduction, into commerce, or the sale, ad-
vertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the transportation
or distribution in commerce, of any fur product; or in connection
with the sale, advertising, offering for sale, transportation or dis-
tribution, of any fur product which is made in whole or in part of
fur which has been shipped and received in commerce, as the
terms “commerce,” “fur’ and ‘“fur product” are defined in the
Fur Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Falsely or deceptively labeling or otherwise falsely
or deceptively identifying any such fur product as to the
name or designation of the animal or animals that pro-
duced the fur contained in the fur product.

2. Failing to affix a label to such fur product showing
in words and in figures plainly legible all of the infor-
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mation required to be disclosed by each of the subsec-
tions of Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

3. Setting forth information required under Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in abbreviated
form on a label affixed to such fur product.

4. Failing to set forth the term “Dyed Broadtail-proc-
essed Lamb” on a label in the manner required where an
election is made to use that term in lieu of the term
“Dyed Lamb.”

5. Setting forth information required under Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in handwriting
on a label affixed to such fur product.

6. Failing to set forth information required under
Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder on a
label in the sequence required by Rule 30 of the afore-
said Rules and Regulations.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by :

1. Failing to furnish an invoice, as the term “invoice”
is defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in
words and figures plainly legible all the information re-
quired to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Sec-
tion 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Setting forth information required under Section
5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in abbreviated
form on an invoice pertaining to such fur product.

3. Failing to set forth the term ‘“natural” as part of
the information required to be disclosed on an invoice
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such
fur product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed or otherwise artificially colored.

C. Falsely or deceptively advertising any fur product
through the use of any advertisement, representation, public
announcement or notice which is intended to aid, promote or
assist, directly or indirectly, in the sale, or offering for sale
of any such fur product, and which:
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1. Fails to set forth in words and figures plainly legi-
ble all the information required to be disclosed by each
of the subsections of Section 5(a) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act.

2. Falsely or deceptively identifies such fur product as
to the name or designation of the animal or animals that
produced the fur contained in the fur product.

3. Fails to set forth the term “Dyed Broadtail-proc-
essed Lamb” in the manner required where an election
is made to use that term instead of the words “Dyed
Lamb.”

4. Fails to set forth the term “natural” as part of the
information required to be disclosed in advertisements
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such
fur product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed, or otherwise artificially colored.

D. Failing to maintain full and adequate records disclos-
ing the facts upon which pricing claims and representations
of the types described in subsections (a), (b), (c¢) and (d) of
Rule 44 of the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the
Fur Products Labeling Act, are based.

It is further ordered, That respondent R. J. Goerke Co., Inc., a
corporation, and its officers, representatives, agents and employ-
ees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in connec-
tion with the introduction, delivery for introduction, sale, adver-
tising or offering for sale, in commerce, or the transportation or
causing to be transported in commerce, or the importation into
the United States, of any textile fiber product; or in connection
with the sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transporta-
tion or causing to be transported, of any textile fiber product
which has been advertised or offered for sale in commerce; or in
connection with the sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery,
transportation, or causing to be transported, after shipment in
commerce, of any textile fiber product, whether in its original
state or contained in other textile fiber products, as the terms
“commerce” and “textile fiber product” are defined in the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act, do forthwith cease and desist
from falsely or deceptively advertising any textile fiber product
by :
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1. Making any representation, by disclosure or by implica-
tion, as to the fiber content of any textile fiber product in
any written advertisement which is used to aid, promote or
assist, directly or indirectly, in the sale or offering for sale of
such textile fiber product, unless the same information re-
quired to be shown on the stamp, tag, label, or other means
of identification under Section 4(b) (1) and (2) of the Tex-
tile Fiber Products Identification Act is contained in the said
advertisement, except that the percentages of the fibers pres-
ent in a textile fiber product need not be stated.

2. Using a fiber trademark in advertising such textile fiber
product without a full disclosure of the required content in-
formation in at least one instance in said advertisement.

8. Using a fiber trademark in advertising such textile fiber
product containing more than one fiber without such fiber
trademark appearing in the required fiber content informa-
tion in immediate proximity and conjunction with the ge-
neric name of the fiber in plainly legible type or lettering of
equal size and conspicuousness.

4. Using a fiber trademark in advertising such textile fiber
product containing only one fiber without such fiber trade-
mark appearing at least once in the said advertisement, in
immediate proximity and conjunction with the generic name
of the fiber and in plainly legible and conspicuous type or let-
tering.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondent herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon it of this order, file with the
Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the man-
ner and form in which it has complied with this order.
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IN THE MATTER OF

CAMELOT HATS, INC., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1611. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Decision, Nov. 6, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturer of ladies’ fur hats
to cease misbranding and deceptively invoicing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the ‘provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the author-
ity vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, hav-
ing reason to believe that Camelot Hats, Inc., a corporation, and
Marvin E. Simner and Max Brandt, individually and as officers of
said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have vio-
lated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it appear-
ing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof
would be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint stat-
ing its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Camelot Hats, Inec., is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York.

Individual respondents Marvin E. Simner and Max Brandt are
officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and control
the policies, acts and practices of the corporate respondent, in-
cluding the acts and practices hereinafter referred to.

Respondents are engaged in the manufacture of ladies’ fur
hats. Their office and principal place of business is located at 15
West 39th Street, New York, New York.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the manufacture for introduction, introduction
into commerce, and in the sale, advertising, and offering for sale
in commerce, and in the transportation and distribution in com-
merce, of fur products; and have manufactured for sale, sold, ad-
vertised, offered for sale, transported and distributed fur prod-
ucts which have been made in whole or in part of furs which
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have been shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “com-
merce,” “fur” and “fur product” ave defincid in the Fur Products
Labeling Act.

PAR. 8. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in viola-
tion of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not la-
beled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder in the following respects;

(a) The term “natural” was not used on labels to describe fur
products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or oth-
erwise artifically colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said Rules
and Regulations.

‘(b) Required item numbers were not set forth on labels, in vi-
olation of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which
failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the fur used in any such
fur products.

2. To disclose that the said fur products contained or were
composed of bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored fur,
when such was the fact.

PAR. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that they were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) The term “natural” was not used on invoices to describe
fur products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or
otherwise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said
Rules and Regulations.

(b) Required item numbers were not set forth on invoices, in
violation of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.
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PAR. 7. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-

sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Camelot Hats, Inc., is a corporation organized,
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of
the State of New York. Its office and principal place of business
is located at 15 West 39th Street, New York, New York.

Respondents Marvin E. Simner and Max Brandt are officers of
said corporation. They formulate, direct and control the policies,
acts and practices of said corporation, and their address is the
same as that of said corporation.
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2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Camelot Hats, Inc., a corpora-
tion, and its officers, and Marvin E. Simner and Max Brandt, in-
dividually and as officers of said corporation, and respondents’
representatives, agents and employees, directly or through any
corporate or other device, in connection with the introduction, or
manufacture for introduction into commerce, or the sale, adver-
tising or offering for sale in commerce, or the transportation or
distribution in commerce, of any fur product; or in connection
with the manufacture for sale, sale, advertising, offering for sale,
transportation or distribution, of any fur product which is made
in whole or in part of fur which has been shipped and received in
commerce, as the terms “commerce,” “fur” and ‘“fur product” are
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and
desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Failing to affix a label to such fur product showing
in words and in figures plainly legible all of the infor-
mation required to be disclosed by each of the subsec-
tions of Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

2. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of
the information required to be disclosed on a label under
the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder to describe such fur
product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed,
or otherwise artificially colored.

3. Failing to set forth on a label the item number or
mark assigned to such fur product.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by :

1. Failing to furnish an invoice, as the term “invoice”
is defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in
words and figures plainly legible all the information re-
quired to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Sec-
tion 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act. '
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2. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of
the information required to be dislcosed on an invoice
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such
fur product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed, or otherwise artificially colored.

3. Failing to set forth on an invoice the item number
or mark assigned to such fur product.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

MORGENSTERN BROS,, INC., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1612. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Dectsion, Nov. 6, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturing furrier to cease
misbranding and falsely invoicing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that Morgenstern Bros., Inec., a corpora-
tion, and Manny Morgenstern, individually and as an officer of
said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have vio-
lated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it appeaxr-
ing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof
would be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint stat-
ing its charges in that respect as follows:
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PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Morgenstern Bros., Inc., is a corpo-
ration organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of New York.

Respondent Manny Morgenstern is an officer of the corporate
respondent. He formulates, directs and controls the acts, practices
and policies of the said corporate respondent including those
hereinafter set forth.

Respondents are manufacturers of fur products with their
office and principal place of business located at 845 Seventh Ave-
nue, New York, New York.

PaARr. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the man-
ufacture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, adver-
tising, and offering for sale in commerce, and in the transporta-
tion and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and have
manufactured for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale, trans-
ported and distributed fur products which have been made in
whole or in part of furs which have been shipped and received in
commerce, as the terms “commerce,” “fur’” and “fur product” are
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 8. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were falsely and deceptively labeled to show that fur con-
tained therein was natural, when in fact such fur was pointed,
bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, in vio-
lation of Section 4 (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,
were fur products with labels which failed to disclose that the fur
contained in the fur products was bleached, dyed, or otherwise
artificially colored, when such was the fact.

PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which
failed to disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
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bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

PAR. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in that said fur products were invoiced to show
that the fur contained therein was natural, when in fact such fur
was pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed or otherwise artificially col-
ored, in violation of Section 5(b) (2) of the Fur Products Label-
ing Act.

PAR. 7. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (80) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.84(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:
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1. Respondent Morgenstern Bros., Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York.

Respondent Manny Morgenstern is an officer of said corpora-
tion. He formulates, directs, and controls the policies, acts and
practices of said corporation.

Respondents are manufacturers of fur products with their
office and principal place of business located at 345 Seventh Ave-
nue, New York, New York.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Morgenstern Bros., Inc., a cor-
poration, and its officers, and Manny Morgenstern, individually
and as an officer of said corporation, and respondents’ representa-
tives, agents and employees, directly or through any corporate or
other device, in connection with the introduction, or manufacture
for introduction, into commerce, or the sale, advertising or offer-
ing for sale in commerce, or the transportation or distribution in
commerce, of any fur product; or in connection with the manu-
facture for sale, sale, advertising, offering for sale, transportation
or distribution of any fur product which is made in whole or in
part of fur which has been shipped and received in commerce, as
the terms “commerce,” “fur” and “fur product” are defined in
the Fur Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and desist
from:

A. Misbranding fur products by:

1. Representing, directly or by implication, on labels
that the fur contained in any fur product is natural
when the fur contained therein is pointed, bleached,
dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise artificially colored.

2. Failing to affix labels to fur products showing in
words and in figures plainly legible all of the informa-
tion required to be disclosed by each of the subsections
of Section 4 (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing fur products by :

1. Failing to furnish invoices, as the term “invoice” is
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in
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words and figures plainly legible all the information re-
quired to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Sec-
tion 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Representing, directly or by implication, on in-
voices that the fur contained in the fur products is
natural when such fur is pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed, or otherwise artificially colored.

It is further ordered, That respondents notify the Commission
at least 30 days prior to any proposed change in the corporate re-
spondent such as dissolution, assignment or sale resulting in the
emergence of a successor corporation, the creation or dissolution
of subsidiaries or any other change in the corporation which may
affect compliance obligations arising out of the order.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating di-
visions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

GERALD B. BARNETT

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1613. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Decision, Nov. 6, 1969

Consent order requiring a Chicago, Ill., manufacturing and wholesaling fur-
rier to cease misbranding and falsely invoicing his fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that Gerald B. Barnett, an individual
trading as Gerald Barnett, hereinafter referred to as respondent,
has violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it
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appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its com-
plaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Gerald B. Barnett is an individual
trading as Gerald Barnett.

Respondent is a wholesaler of furs and a wholesaler and manu-
facturer of fur products with his office and principal place of
business located at 190 North State Street, Chicago, Illinois.

PAR. 2. Respondent is now and for some time last past has been
engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the manufac-
ture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising,
and offering for sale in commerce, and in the transportation and
distribution in commerce, of fur products; and has manufactured
for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale, transported and distrib-
uted fur products which have been made in whole or in part of
furs which have been shipped and received in commerce; and has
introduced into commerce, and sold, advertised and offered for
sale in commerce, and transported and distributed in commerce,
furs, as the terms “commerce,” “fur” and “fur product” are de-
fined in the Fur Product Labeling Act.

PaR. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were falsely and deceptively labeled to show the fur con-
tained therein was “color added” when in fact such fur was dyed,
in violation of Section 4(1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,
were fur products with labels which failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the animal or animals
which produced the fur used in such fur products.

2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

3. To show the name, or other identification issued and regis-
tered by the Commission, of one or more of the persons who man-
ufactured such fur products for introduction into commerce, in-
troduced it into commerce, sold it in commerce, advertised or



548 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

Complaint 76 F.T.C.

offered it for sale, in commerce, or transported or distributed it
in commerce.

PaAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in viola-
tion of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not la- .
beled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder inasmuch as required item numbers were not set forth
on labels in violation of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 6. Certain of said furs or fur products were falsely and
deceptively invoiced by the respondent in that they were not in-
voiced as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Label-
ing Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such
Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced furs or fur prod-
ucts, but not limited thereto, were furs or fur products covered
by invoices which failed to disclose that the furs or fur products
were bleached, dyed or otherwise artificially colored, when such
was the fact.

PaARr. 7. Certain of said furs or fur products were falsely and
deceptively invoiced in that certain of said furs or fur products
were invoiced to show that the fur contained therein was “color
added” when in fact such fur was “dyed,” in violation of Section
5(b) (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PaRr. 8. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that they were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder inasmuch as required item
numbers were not set forth on invoices, in violation of Rule 40 of
said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 9. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof, and the respondent having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
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Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondent that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ent has violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Gerald B. Barnett is an individual trading as
Gerald Barnett with his office and principal place of business lo-
cated at 190 North State Street, Chicago, Illinois.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the pro-
ceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent Gerald B. Barnett, individually
and trading as Gerald Barnett or under any other name or
names, and respondent’s representatives, agents and employees,
directly or through any corporate or other device, in connection
with the introduction, or manufacture for introduction, into com-
merce, or the sale, advertising or offering for sale in commerce,
or the transportation or distribution in commerce, of any fur
product; or in connection with the manufacture for sale, sale, ad-
vertising, offering for sale, transportation or distribution of any
fur product which is made in whole or in part of fur which has
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been shipped and received in commerce; or in connection with the
introduction into commerce, or the sale, advertising or offering
for sale in commerce, or the transportation or distribution in
commerce, of any fur, as the terms “commerce,” “fur” and “fur
product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, do forth-
with cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by :

1. Representing, directly or by implication on a label
that the fur contained in such fur product is “color
added” when such fur is dyed.

2. Failing to affix a label to such fur product showing
in words and in figures plainly legible all of the infor-
mation required to be disclosed by each of the subsec-
tions of Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

3. Failing to set forth on a label the item number or
mark assigned to such fur product.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur or fur product
by:

1. Failing to furnish an invoice, as the term “invoice”
is defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in
words and figures plainly legible all the information re-
quired to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Sec-
tion 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Representing directly or by implication on an in-
voice that the fur contained in such fur or fur product
is “color added,” when such fur is dyed.

3. Failing to set forth on an invoice the item number
or mark assigned to such fur product.

It is further ordered, That the respondent herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon him of this order, file with the
Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the man-
ner and form in which he has complied with this order.



SIMON GERBER 551

551 Complaint
IN THE MATTER OF

SIMON GERBER

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1615. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Decision, Nov. 6, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturing furrier to cease
falsely invoicing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that Simon Gerber, an-individual trading
as Simon Gerber, hereinafter referred to as respondent, has vio-
lated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it appear-
ing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof
would be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint stat-
ing its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Simon Gerber is an individual trad-
ing as Simon Gerber.

Respondent is a manufacturer of fur products with his office
and principal place of business located at 1834 West 29th Street,
New York, New York.

PAR. 2. Respondent is now and for some time last past has been
engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the manufac-
ture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising,
and offering for sale in commerce, and in the transportation and
distribution in commerce, of fur products; and has manufactured
for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale, transported and distrib-
uted fur products which have been made in whole or in part of
furs which have been shipped and received in commerce, as the
terms ‘‘commerce,” “fur” and “fur product” are defined in the
Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondent in that they were not invoiced
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as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which
failed to disclose that the fur products were bleached, dyed or
otherwise artificially colored, when such was the fact.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in that certain of said fur products were invoiced
to show that the fur contained therein was “color altered” when
in fact such fur was “dyed,” in violation of Section 5(b) (2) of
the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PaR. 5. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof, and the respondent having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondent that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ent has violated the said Acts, and the complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public records for a period of thirty (80) days, now in further
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conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34 (b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Simon Gerber is an individual trading as Simon
Gerber with his office and principal place of business located at
184 West 29th Street, New York, New York.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the pro-
ceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent Simon Gerber, individually and
trading as Simon Gerber or under any other name or names, and
respondent’s representatives, agents and employees, directly or
through any corporate or other device, in connection with the in-
troduction, or manufacture for introduction, into commerce, or
the sale, advertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the
transportation or distribution in commerce, of any fur product;
or in connection with the manufacture for sale, sale, advertising,
offering for sale, transportation or distribution of any fur prod-
uct which is made in whole or in part of fur which has been
shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “commerce,”’
“fur” and “fur product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling
Act, do forthwith cease and desist from falsely or deceptively in-
voicing any fur product by :

1. Failing to furnish an invoice, as the term “invoice” is
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to be
disclosed by each of the subsections of Section 5(b) (1) of the
Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Representing directly or by implication on an invoice
that the fur contained in such fur product is “color altered,”
when such fur is dyed.

It is further ordered, That the respondent herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon him of this order, file with the
Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the man-
ner and form in which he has complied with this order.
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IN THE MATTER OF

B. SMITH & SONS, FURS INC,, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1614. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Decision, Nov. 6, 1969

Consent. order requiring a New York City manufacturing furrier to cease
falsely invoicing and deceptively guaranteeing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that B. Smith & Sons, Furs Inc., a corpo-
ration, and Donald Smith, Robert Book and Lawrence Smith, in-
dividually and as officers of said corporation, hereinafter referred
to as respondents, have violated the provisions of said Acts and
the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Fur Products
Labeling Act, and it appearing to the Commission that a proceed-
ing by it in respect thereof would be in the public interest, hereby
issues its complaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent B. Smith & Sons, Furs Inc., is a cor-
poration organized, existing and doing business under and by vir-
tue of the laws of the State of New York.

Respondents Donald Smith, Robert Book and Lawrence Smith
are officers of the corporate respondent. They formulate, direct
and control the acts, practices and policies of the said corporate
respondent including those hereinafter set forth.

Respondents are manufacturers of fur products with their
office and principal place of business located at 352 Seventh Ave-
nue, New York, New York.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the man-
ufacture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, adver-
tising and offering for sale in commerce, and in the transporta-
tion and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and have
manufactured for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale, trans-
ported and distributed fur products which have been made in
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whole or in part of furs which have been shipped and received in
commerce, as the terms “commerce,” “fur” and “fur product” are
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which
failed:

1. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

2. To show the country of origin of imported furs used in any
such fur products.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in that they were not invoiced in accordance with
the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in the follow-
ing respects:

(a) The term “natural”’ was not used on invoices to describe
fur produects which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or
otherwise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said
Rules and Regulations.

(b) Information required under the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder was
not set forth on invoices pertaining to fur products which had
been repaired, restyled or remodeled by respondents with the ad-
dition of used fur or fur, in violation of Rule 24 of said Rules and
Regulations.

(¢) Required item numbers were not set forth on invoices, in
violation of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 5. Respondent furnished false guaranties that certain of
their fur products were not misbranded, falsely invoiced or
falsely advertised when respondents in furnishing such guaran-
ties had reason to believe that fur products so falsely guarantied
would be introduced, sold, transported or distributed in com-
merce, in violation of Section 10(b) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

PAR. 6. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
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stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it has reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public records for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent B. Smith & Sons, Furs Inc., is a corporation or-
ganized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York with its office and principal place
of business located at 352 Seventh Avenue, New York, New York.

Respondents Donald Smith, Robert Book and Lawrence Smith
are officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and con-
trol the policies, acts and practices of the said corporation and
their address is that of said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest.
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It is ordered, That respondents B. Smith & Sons, Furs Inc., a
corporation, and its officers, and Donald Smith, Robert Book and
Lawrence Smith, individually and as officers of said corporation,
and respondents’ representatives, agents and employees, directly
or through any corporate or other device, in connection with the
introduction, or manufacture for introduction, into commerce, or
the sale, advertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the
transportation or distribution in commerce, of any fur product;
or in connection with the manufacture for sale, sale, advertising,
offering for sale, transportation or distribution, of any fur prod-
uct which is made in whole or in part of fur which has been
shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “commerce,”’
“fur” and “fur product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling
Act, do forthwith cease and desist from falsely or deceptively in-
voicing any fur product by:

1. Failing to furnish an invoice, as the term “invoice” is
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to be
disclosed by each of the subsections of Section 5(b) (1) of the
Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Failing to set forth the term ‘“natural” as part of the
information required to be disclosed on an invoice under the
Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated thereunder to describe such fur product which
is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed or otherwise artifi-
cially colored.

3. Failing to set forth the information required to be dis-
closed on an invoice under the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder per-
taining to used fur or fur added to such fur product which
has been repaired, restyled or remodeled by respondents.

4. Failing to set forth on an invoice the item number or
mark assigned to such product.

It is further ordered, That respondents B. Smith & Sons, Furs
Inc., a corporation, and its officers, and Donald Smith, Robert
Book and Lawrence Smith, individually and as officers of said
corporation, and respondents’ representatives, agents and employ-
ees, directly or through any corporate or other device, do forth-
with cease and desist from furnishing a false guaranty that any
fur product is not misbranded, falsely invoiced or falsely adver-
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tised when the respondents have reason to believe that such fur
product may be introduced, sold, transported, or distributed in
commerce.

It is further ovdered, That respondents notify the Commission
at least 30 days prior to any proposed change in the corporate re-
spondent such as dissolution, assignment or sale resulting in the
emergence of a successor corporation, the creation or dissolution
of subsidiaries or any other change in the corporation which may
affect compliance obligations arising out of the order.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions. '

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

JAYWEIN FASHIONS, INC., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1616. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Decision, Nov. 6, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturing furrier to cease
misbranding and falsely invoicing its fur products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that Jaywein Fashions, Inc., a corpora-
tion, and Julius Weinerman, individually and as an officer of said
corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have violated
the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations pro-
mulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it appearing
to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof
would be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint stat-
ing its charges in that respect as follows:
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PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Jaywein Fashions, Inc., is a corpora-
tion organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of New York.

Respondent Julius Weinerman is an officer of the corporate re-
spondent. He formulates, directs and controls the policies, acts
and practices of the corporate respondent including those herein-
after set forth.

Respondents are manufacturers of fur products with their
office and principal place of business located at 262 West 38th
Street, New York, New York.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the man-
ufacture for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, adver-
tising, and offering for sale in commerce, and in the transporta-
tion and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and have
manufactured for sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale, trans-
ported and distributed fur products which have been made in
whole or in part of furs which have been shipped and received in
commerce; and have introduced into commerce, and sold, adver-
tised and offered for sale in commerce, and transported and dis-
tributed in commerce, furs, as the terms “commerce,” “fur” and
“fur product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were falsely and deceptively labeled to show that fur con-
tained therein was natural, when in fact such fur was pointed,
bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, in viola-
tion of Section 4 (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under,

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,
were fur products with labels which failed to disclose that the fur
contained in the fur products was bleached, dyed, or otherwise
artificially colored, when such was the fact.

PAR. 5. Certain of said furs and fur products were falsely and
deceptively invoiced by the respondents in that they were not in-
voiced as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Label-
ing Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such
Act.
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Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced furs and fur prod-
ucts, but not limited thereto, were furs and fur products covered
by invoices which failed to disclose that the fur contained in the
furs or fur products was bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially
colored, when such was the fact.

PAR. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in that said fur products were invoiced to show
that the fur contained therein was natural, when in fact such fur
was pointed, dyed, tip-dyed or otherwise artificially colored, in vi-
olation of Section 5(b) (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

PAR. 7. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commisé,ion’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it has reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public records for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
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conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Jaywein Fashions, Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York with its office and principal place
of business located at 262 West 38th Street, New York, New
York.

Respondent Julius Weinerman is an officer of the said corpora-
tion. He formulates, directs and controls the policies, acts and
practices of said corporation and his address is the same as that
of said corporation.

9. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That Jaywein Fashions, Inc., a corporation, and
its officers, and Julius Weinerman, individually and as an officer
of said corporation, and respondents’ representatives, agents and
employees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in
connection with the introduction, or manufacture for introduc-
tion, into commerce, or the sale, advertising or offering for sale,
in commerce, or the transportation or distribution in commerce, of
any fur product; or in connection with the manufacture for sale,
sale, advertising, offering for sale, transportation or distribution,
of any fur product which is made in whole or in part of fur
which has been shipped and received in commerce; or in connec-
tion with the introduction into commerce, or the sale, advertising
or offering for sale in commerce, or the transportation or distri-
bution in commerce, of any fur, as the terms “commerce,” “fur”
and “fur product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act,
do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Representing directly or by implication on a label
that the fur contained in such fur product is natural
when such fur is pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or
otherwise artificially colored.

2. Failing to affix a label to such fur product showing
in words and in figures plainly legible all of the infor-
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mation required to be disclosed by each of the subsec-
tions of Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur or fur product
by failing to furnish an invoice, as the term “invoice” is de-
fined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to be
disclosed by each of the subsections of Section 5( b) (1) of the
Fur Products Labeling Act.

C. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by rep-
resenting, directly or by implication, on invoices that the fur
contained in such fur product is natural when such fur is
pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise artificially col-
ored.

It is further ordered, That respondents notify the Commission
at least 30 days prior to any proposed change in the corporate re-
spondent such as dissolution, assignment or sale resulting in the
emergence of a successor corporation, the creation or dissolution
of subsidiaries or any other change in the corporation which may
affect compliance obligations arising out of the order.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF
THE MIAMI RUG COMPANY, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE TEXTILE FIBER
PRODUCTS IDENTIFICATION ACTS

Docket C-1617. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Decision, Now. 6, 1969

Consent order requiring four Miami, Fla., sellers and installers of carpeting
and floor covering material to cease misbranding, falsely advertising,
and removing law required identification from its textile fiber produets.

COMPLAINT
Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
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Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and by vir-
tue of the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade
Commission, having reason to believe that The Miami Rug Com-
pany, Wilans, Inc., Carpet Fashions, Inc., Bartex Corporation and
Carpet Remnant King, Inc., corporations, and James W. Baros
and Evans E. Baros, 1nd1v1dually and as officers of said corpora-
tions, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have violated the
provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated under the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and it
appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its com-
plaint, stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondents The Miami Rug Company, Wilans,
Inc., Carpet Fashions, Inc., Bartex Corporation and Carpet Rem-
nant King, Inc., are corporations organized, existing and doing
business under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Florida.

Individual respondents James W. Baros and Evans E. Baros
are officers of said corporations. They formulate, direct and con-
trol the acts, practices and policies of said corporations.

Respondents are engaged in the sale and installation of carpet-
ing and floor coverings, and their address and principal place of
business is 6955 NW. 36th Avenue, Miami, Florida.

PAR. 2. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, sale,
advertising, and offering for sale, in commerce, and in the trans-
portation or causing to be transported in commerce, and in the
importation into the United States, of textile fiber products; and
have sold, offered for sale, advertised, delivered, transported and
caused to be transported, textile fiber products, which have been
advertised or offered for sale in commerce; and have sold, offered
for sale, advertised, delivered, transported and caused to be
transported, after shipment in commerce, textile fiber products,
either in their original state or contained in other textile fiber
products; as the terms “commerce” and ‘“textile fiber product”
are defined in the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. 8. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded
by respondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) of
the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely
and deceptively stamped, tagged, labeled, invoiced, advertised, or
otherwise identified as to the name or amount of constituent
fibers contained therein.
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Among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not limited
thereto, were floor coverings which were falsely and deceptively
labeled as containing ‘““Acrilan” whereas, in truth and in fact said
floor coverings contained substantially different fibers and
amounts of fibers than represented.

Also among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not lim-
ited thereto, were floor coverings which were falsely and decep-
tively advertised in, among others, the Fort Lauderdale News and
Sun-Sentinel, and the Palm Beach Times, newspapers published
in the State of Florida, and having a wide circulation in said
State and various other States of the United States, in that the
respondents in disclosing the fiber content information as to floor
coverings containing exempted backings, fillings, or paddings,
failed to set forth such fiber content information in such a man-
ner as to indicate that it applied only to the face, pile, or outer
surface of the floor coverings and not to the exempted backings,
fillings, or paddings.

PAR. 4. Certain of said textile fiber products were further mis-
branded by respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged,
labeled or otherwise identified as required under the provisions of
Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and
in the manner and form as prescribed by the Rules and Regula-
tions promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not limited
thereto, were floor coverings on display in the respondents’ show-
room with labels which failed:

(a) To disclose the generic names of all fibers present;

(b) To disclose the true percentage of the fibers present by
weight; and

(c¢) To disclose the name, or other identification issued and
registered by the Commission, of the manufacturer of the said
carpeting or one or more persons subject to Section 3 of the said
Act with respect to such carpeting.

PAR. 5. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded
by respondents in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identifi-
cation Act in that they were not labeled in accordance with the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in that in disclos-
ing the required fiber content information as to floor coverings
containing exempted backings, fillings, or paddings, such disclo-
sure was not made in such a manner as to indicate that such re-
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quired fiber content information related only to the face, pile, or
outer surface of the floor covering and not to the backing, filling,
or padding, in violation of Rule 11 of the aforesaid Rules and
Regulations.

PAR. 6. Certain of said textile fiber products were falsely and
deceptively advertised in that respondents in making disclosures
or implications as to the fiber content of such textile fiber prod-
ucts in written advertisements used to aid, promote, and assist di-
rectly or indirectly in the sale or offering for sale of said prod-
ucts, failed to set forth the required information as to fiber
content as specified by Section 4 (c) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act and in the manner and form prescribed by the
Rules and Regulations promulgated under said Act.

Among such textile fiber products, but not limited thereto, were
floor coverings which were falsely and deceptively advertised in,
among others, the Fort Lauderdale News and Sun-Sentinel and
the Palm Beach Times, newspapers published in the State of
Florida, and having a wide circulation in said State and various
other States of the United States, in that the said textile fiber
products were advertised by means of fiber implying terms such
as “Acrilans” without the aforesaid required information being
set forth.

PAR. 7. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others of
similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein, re-
spondents falsely and deceptively advertised textile fiber products
in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act in
that said textile fiber products were not advertised in accordance
with the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in the
following respects:

A. In disclosing the required fiber content information as to
floor coverings containing exempted backings, fillings, or pad-
dings, such disclosure was not made in such a manner as to indi-
cate that such required fiber content information related only to
the face, pile, or outer surface of the floor covering and not to the
backing, filling, or padding, in violation of Rule 11 of the afore-
said Rules and Regulations.

B. A fiber trademark was used in advertising textile fiber
products without a full disclosure of the fiber content information
required, in the said advertisement, in violation of Rule 41(a) of
the aforesaid Rules and Regulations. ‘
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C. A fiber trademark was used in advertising textile fiber
products containing more than one fiber and such fiber trademark
did not appear at least once in the said advertisement in immedi-
ate proximity and conjunction with the generic name of the fiber
in plainly legible and conspicuous type, in violation of Rule 41(b)
of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

D. A fiber trademark was used in advertising textile fiber
products containing only one fiber and such fiber trademark did
not appear at least once in the said advertisement, in immediate
proximity and conjunction with the generic name of the fiber in
plainly legible and conspicuous type, in violation of Rule 41(c) of
the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 8. Respondents, in violation of Section 5(a) of the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act have caused and participated in
the removal of, prior to the time textile fiber products subject to
the provisions of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act
were sold and delivered to the ultimate consumer, labels required
by the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act to be affixed to
such products, without substituting therefor labels conforming to
Section 4 of said Act and in the manner prescribed by Section
5(b) of said Act.

PAR. 9. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth
above were, and are, in violation of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder, and constituted, and now constitute unfair methods
of competition and unfair and deceptive acts or practices, in com-
merce, under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
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in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Proposed respondents The Miami Rug Company, Wilans,
Inc., Carpet Fashions, Inc., Bartex Corporation and Carpet Rem-
nant King, Inc., are corporations organized, existing and doing
business under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Florida,
with their office and principal place of business located at 6955
NW. 36th Avenue, Miami, Florida.

Proposed respondents James W. Baros and Evans E. Baros are
officers of proposed corporate respondents. They formulate, direct
and control the acts, practices and policies of said corporations.
Their address is the same as that of said corporations.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents The Miami Rug Company, Wil-
ans, Inc., Carpet Fashions, Inc., Bartex Corporation and Carpet
Remnant King, Inc., corporations, and their officers, and James
W. Baros and Evans E. Baros, individually and as officers of said
corporations, and respondents’ representatives, agents and em-
ployees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in
connection with the introduction, delivery for introduction, sale,
advertising, or offering for sale, in commerce, or the transporta-
tion or causing to be transported in commerce, or the importation
into the United States, of any textile fiber product; or in connec-
tion with the sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery, trans-
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portation, or causing to be transported, of any textile fiber
product, which has been advertised or offered for sale in com-
merce; or in connection with the sale, offering for sale, advertis-
ing, delivery, transportation, or causing to be transported, after
shipment in commerce, of any textile fiber product, whether in its
original state or contained in other textile fiber products, as the
terms “commerce” and “textile fiber product” are defined in the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, do forthwith cease and
desist from:
A. Misbranding textile fiber products by :

1. Falsely or deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling,
invoicing, advertising or otherwise identifying any tex-
tile fiber product as to the name or amount of constitu-
ent fibers contained therein.

2. Failing to affix labels to each such product showing
in a clear, legible and conspicuous manner each element
of information required to be disclosed by Section 4 (b)
of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

3. Failing to set forth in disclosing the required fiber
content information as to floor coverings containing ex-
empted backings, fillings, or paddings, that such disclo-
sure relates only to the face, pile or outer surface of
such textile fiber products and not to the exempted back-
ings, fillings, or paddings.

B. Falsely and deceptively advertising textile fiber prod-
ucts by:

1. Making any representations by disclosure or by im-
plication as to the fiber content of any textile fiber
product in any written advertisement which is used to
aid, promote, or assist, directly or indirectly, in the sale
or offering for sale of such textile fiber product, unless
the same information required to be shown on the
stamp, tag, label or other means of identification under
Section 4(b) (1) and (2) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act is contained in the said advertisement,
except that the percentages of the fibers present in the
textile fiber product need not be stated.

2. Failing to set forth in disclosing the required fiber
content information as to floor coverings containing ex-
empted backings, fillings, or paddings, that such disclo-
sure relates only to the face, pile or outer surface of
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such textile fiber products and not to the exempted back-
ings, fillings, or paddings.

3. Using a fiber trademark in advertising textile fiber
products without a full disclosure of the required fiber
content information in at least one instance in said ad-
vertisement.

4. Using a fiber trademark in advertising textile fiber
products containing more than one fiber without such
fiber trademark appearing in immediate proximity and
conjunction with the generic name of the fiber in plainly
legible type or lettering of equal size and conspicuous-
ness.

5. Using a fiber trademark in advertising textile fiber
products containing only one fiber without such fiber
trademark appearing at least once in the advertisement
in immediate proximity and conjunction with the ge-
neric name of the fiber, in plainly legible and conspicu-
ous type.

It is further ordered, That respondents The Miami Rug Com-
pany, Wilans, Inc., Carpet Fashions, Inc., Bartex Corporation and
Carpet Remnant King, Inc., corporations, and their officers, and
James W. Baros and Evans E. Baros, individually and as officers
of said corporations, and respondents’ representatives, agents and
employees, directly or through any corporate or other device, do
forthwith cease and desist from removing or mutilating or caus-
ing or participating in the removal or mutilation of, the stamp,
tag, label, or other identification required by the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act to be affixed to any textile fiber prod-
uct, after such textile fiber product has been shipped in commerce
and prior to the time such textile fiber product is sold and deliv-
ered to the ultimate consumer, without substituting therefor la-
bels conforming to Section 4 of said Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder and in the manner pre-
scribed by Section 5(b) of said Act.

It is further ordered, That respondents notify the Commission
at least 30 days prior to any proposed change in the corporate re-
spondent such as dissolution, assignment or sale resulting in the
emergence of a successor corporation, the creation or dissolution
of subsidiaries or any other change in the corporation which may
affect compliance obligations arising out of the order.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporations shall
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forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of their operat-
ing divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF
BISHOP & MALCO, INC., DOING BUSINESS AS WALKER'S

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1618. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Decision, Nov. 6, 1969
Consent order requiring a Long Beach, Calif., department store to cease

falsely advertising, deceptively invoicing and misbranding its fur prod-
ucts.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that Bishop & Malco, Inc., a corporation,
doing business as Walker’s, hereinafter referred to as respondent,
has violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regula-
tions promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it
appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its com-
plaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Bishop & Malco, Inc., is a corpora-
tion organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of California. The said corporation does
business as Walker’s.

Respondent operates a department store and retails various
commodities including fur products. The office and principal place
of business is located at 401 Pine Avenue, Long Beach, Califor-
nia.

PAR. 2. Respondent is now and for some time last past has
been engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the sale,
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advertising, and offering for sale in commerce, and in the trans-
portation and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and has
sold, advertised, offered for sale, transported and distributed fur
products which have been made in whole or in part of furs which
have been shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “com-
merce,” “fur” and “fur product” are defined in the Fur Products
Labeling Act.

PAR. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that
they were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and
form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto,
were fur products with labels which failed to show the true ani-
mal name of the fur used in such fur products.

PAR. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in viola-
tion of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not la-
beled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder in the following respects:

(a) The term “natural” was not used on labels to describe fur
products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or oth-
erwise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said Rules
and Regulations.

(b) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder was set forth in handwriting on labels, in violation of
Rule 29 (b) of said Rules and Regulations.

(¢) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder was not set forth in the required sequence, in viola-
tion of Rule 30 of said Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 5. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced by the respondent in that they were not invoiced
as required by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but
not limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which
failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the fur used in such fur
products.
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2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

PaARr. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that they were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) Information required under Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur
Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thereunder was set forth on invoices in abbreviated form,
in violation of Rule 4 of said Rules and Regulations.

(b) The term “Dyed Mouton Lamb” was not set forth on in-
voices in the manner required by law, in violation of Rule 9 of
said Rules and Regulations.

(¢) The term ‘“‘natural” was not used on invoices to describe
fur products which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or
otherwise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said
Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 7. Certain of said fur products were falsely and decep-
tively advertised in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in
that certain advertisements intended to aid, promote and assist,
directly or indirectly, in the sale and offering for sale of such fur
products were not in accordance with the provisions of Section
5(a) of the said Act.

Among and included in the aforesaid advertisements but not
limited thereto, were advertisements of respondent which ap-
peared in issues of the Independent Press Telegram, a newspaper
published in the city of Long Beach, State of California and hav-
ing a wide circulation in California and in other States of the
United States.

Among such false and deceptive advertisements, but not limited
thereto, were advertisements which failed:

1. To show the true animal name of the fur used in such fur
products.

2. To show that the fur contained in the fur products was
bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was
the fact.

PAR. 8. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein,
respondent falsely and deceptively advertised fur products in vio-
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lation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that the said fur prod-
ucts were not advertised in accordance with the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder in the following respects:

(a) The term “natural” was not used to describe fur products
which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise ar-
tificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of the said Rules and
Regulations.

(b) The disclosure that fur products were composed in whole
or in part of paws, tails, bellies, sides, flanks, gills, ears, throats,
heads, scrap pieces or waste fur was not made, as required, in vi-
olation of Rule 20 of the said Rules and Regulations.

(¢) Information required under Section 5(a) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder was not set forth separately with respect to each sec-
tion of fur products composed of two or more sections containing
different animal furs, in violation of Rule 836 of the aforesaid
Rules and Regulations.

(d) All parts of the information required under Section 5(a)
of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated thereunder were not set forth in type of equal size
and conspicuousness and in close proximity with each other, in
violation of Rule 88 (a) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 9. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others
of similar import and meaning not specifically referred to herein,
respondent falsely and deceptively advertised fur products, in vio-
lation of Section 5(a) (5) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and
Rule 44 (a) of the Rules and Regulations. In the aforesaid adver-
tisements, fur products were offered for sale by the respondent at
prices designated as being “Below Wholesale Cost.” By means of
the aforesaid respondent represented that the fur products were
being offered to the consuming public at prices which were less
than the prices paid by the respondent in acquiring the said fur
products and that savings were afforded to the purchasers of said
products. In truth and in fact, the designated prices were not
“Below Wholesale Cost” but, in fact, were in excess of the prices
paid for the fur products by the respondent and savings were not
afforded to the purchasers thereof, as represented.

PAR. 10. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as
herein alleged, are in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act
and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and con-
stitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and deceptive
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acts and practices in commerce under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof, and the respondent having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Fur Products Labeling Act; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondent of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondent that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ent has violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Bishop & Malco, Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of California with its office and principal place
of business located at 401 Pine Avenue, Long Beach, California.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent and the pro-
ceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent Bishop & Malco, Inc., a corpora-
tion, doing business as Walker’s or under any other name or
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names, and its officers, representatives, agents and employees, di-
rectly or through any corporate or other device, in connection
with the introduction into commerce, or the sale, advertising, of-
fering for sale, transportation or distribution, of any fur product;
or in connection with the sale, advertising, offering for sale,
transportation or distribution, of any fur product which is made
in whole or in part of fur which has been shipped and received in
commerce, as the terms “commerce,” “fur” and “fur product” are
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and
desist from:
A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Failing to affix a label to such fur product showing
in words and in figures plainly legible all of the infor-
mation required to be disclosed by each of the sub-
sections of Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

2. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of
the information required to be disclosed on a label under
the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder to describe such fur
product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed,
or otherwise artificially colored.

3. Setting forth information required under Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in handwriting
on a label affixed to such fur product.

4. Failing to set forth information required under
Section 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder on a
label in the sequence required by Rule 30 of the afore-
said Rules and Regulations.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by:

1. Failing to furnish an invoice as the term “invoice”
is defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in
words and figures plainly legible all the information re-
quired to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Sec-
tion 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Setting forth information required under Section
5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in abbreviated
form on an invoice pertaining to such fur product.
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8. Failing to set forth the term “Dyed Mouton Lamb”
in the manner required where an election is made to use
that term instead of the words “Dyed Lamb.”

4. Failing to set forth the term ‘“natural” as part of
the information required to be disclosed on an invoice
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such
fur product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed, or otherwise artificially colored.

C. Falsely or deceptively advertising any fur product
through the use of any advertisement, representation, public
announcement or notice which is intended to aid, promote or
assist, directly or indirectly, in the sale, or offering for sale
of any such fur product, and which:

1. Fails to set forth in words and figures plainly legi-
ble all the information required to be disclosed by each
of the subsections of Section 5(a) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act.

2. Fails to set forth the term “natural” as part of the
information required to be disclosed in advertisements
under the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such
fur product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-
dyed or otherwise artificially colored.

3. Fails to disclose that such fur product is composed
in whole or in substantial part of paws, tails, bellies,
sides, flanks, gills, ears, throats, heads, scrap pieces or
waste fur.

4. Fails to separately set forth in advertisements re-
lating to such fur product composed of two or more sec-
tions containing different animal furs the information
required under Section 5(a) of the Fur Products Label-
ing Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated
thereunder with respect to the fur comprising each sec-
tion.

5. Fails to set forth all parts of the information re-
quired under Section 5(a) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under in type of equal size and conspicuousness and in
close proximity with each other,
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6. Falsely and deceptively represents, directly or by
implication, by means of the phrase “Below Wholesale
Cost” or any other phrase, term or word of similar im-
port or meaning that such fur product is being offered
for sale at less than the price paid for the product by
the respondent.

7. Falsely or deceptively represents that savings are
afforded to the purchaser of such fur product or misrep-
resents in any manner the amount of savings afforded to
the purchaser of such fur product.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondent herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon it of this order, file with the
Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the man-
ner and form in which it has complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

DNB, INC., TRADING As WOMEN’S HABERDASHERS, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION.
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, THE TEXTILE FIBER
PRODUCTS IDENTIFICATION AND THE WOOL PRODUCTS LABELING
ACTS

Docket C-1619. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Decision, Nov. 6, 1969

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturer of ladies’ custom-
made and ready-to-wear garments to cease misbranding its wool and
textile fiber products and failing to maintain required records on its
textile fiber products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act, the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act, and by virtue of the authority
vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, having
reason to believe that DNB, Inc., a corporation, trading as Wom-
en’s Haberdashers, and Beth Lee Liss, individually and as an of-
ficer of said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents,
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have violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated under the Wool Products Labeling Act of
1939 and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and it ap-
pearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint
stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent DNB, Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York. The respondent corporation
trades as Women’s Haberdashers and its office and principal place
of business is located at 554 Madison Avenue, New York, New
York. ‘

Respondents are engaged in the manufacture of ladies’ cus-
tom-made and ready-to-wear garments, both wool and textile.

Beth Lee Liss is an officer of said corporation. He formulates,
directs and controls the policies, acts and practices of the corpo-
rate respondent including those hereinafter referred to. His ad-
dress is the same as that of the corporate respondent.

PAR. 2. Respondents, now and for some time last past, have
manufactured for introduction into commerce, introduced into
commerce, sold, transported, distributed, delivered for shipment,
shipped, and offered for sale, in commerce, as “commerce,” is de-
fined in said Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, wool products
as “wool product” is defined therein.

PAR. 3. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by re-
spondents in that they were not stamped, tagged labeled, or other-
wise identified as required under the provisions of Section
4(a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and in the
manner and form as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were wool products with labels on or affixed thereto, which failed
to disclose the percentage of the total fiber weight of the said
wool products, exclusive of ornamentation not exceeding five per
centum of said total fiber weight, of (1) wool; (2) reprocessed
wool; (3) reused wool; (4) each fiber other than wool, when said
percentage by weight of such fiber was five per centum or more;
and (5) the aggregate of all other fibers.

PAR. 4. Certain of said wool products were misbranded in vio-
lation of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, in that they
were not labeled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations
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promulgated thereunder, in that samples, swatches or specimens
of wool products subject to the aforesaid Act, which were used to
promote or effect sales of such wool products, were not labeled to
show their respective fiber content and other information re-
quired by Section 4(a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of
1939 and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, in
violation of Rule 22 of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

PAR. 5. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth
above were, and are, in violation of the Wool Products Labeling
Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under, and constituted, and now constitute, unfair methods of
competition and unfair and deceptive acts and practices in com-
merce, within the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act.

PAR. 6. Respondents are now and for some time last past have
been engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, man-
ufacture for introduction, sale, advertising, and offering for sale,
in commerce, and in the transportation or causing to be trans-
ported in commerce, and in the importation into the United
States, of textile fiber products; and have sold, offered for sale,
advertised, delivered, transported and caused to be transported,
textile fiber products, which have been advertised or offered for
sale in commerce; and have sold, offered for sale, advertised, de-
livered, transported and caused to be transported after shipment
in commerce, textile fiber products, either in their original state
or contained in other textile fiber products, as the terms “com-
merce” and “textile fiber product” are defined in the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. 7. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded
by respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled, or
otherwise identified as required under the provisions of Section
4(b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and in the
manner and form as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not limited
thereto, were textile garments without labels or with labels which
failed:

(1) To disclose the true percentage of the fibers present by
weight; and

(2) To disclose the true generic names of the fibers present.

PaR. 8. Respondents have failed to maintain proper records
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showing the fiber content of the textile fiber products manufac-
tured by them in violation of Section 6(a) of the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act and Rule 89 of the Regulations prom-
ulgated thereunder.

PAR. 9. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded
in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act in
that they were not labeled in accordance with the Rules and Reg-
ulations promulgated thereunder, in that samples, swatches or
specimens of textile fiber products subject to the aforesaid Acts,
which were used to promote or effect sales of such textile fiber
products, were not labeled to show their respective fiber content
and other information required by Section 4(b) of the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated thereunder, in violation of Rule 21(a) of the afore-
said Rules and Regulations.

The aforesaid acts and practices of the respondents as set forth
in Paragraphs Seven, Eight and Nine above, were, and are, in vi-
olation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and constituted,
and now constitute, unfair and deceptive acts and practices and
unfair methods of competition in commerce, within the intent and
meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DEcisioN AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
"Textile and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act, the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute and admission by respondents that the law has been
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violated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other pro-
visions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. DNB, Inc., is a corporation organized, existing and doing
business under and by virtue of the laws of the State of New
York, with its office and principal place of business located at 554
Madison Avenue, New York, New York.

Respondent Beth Lee Liss is an officer of said corporation. He
formulates, directs and controls the policies, acts and practices of
said corporation and his address is the same as that of said cor-
poration.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents DNB, Inc., a corporation, trad-
ing as Women’s Haberdashers, or under any other name or
names, and its officers, and Beth Lee Liss, individually and as an
officer of said. corporation, and respondents’ representatives,
agents and employees, directly or through any corporate or other
device, in connection with the introduction, or manufacture for
introduction into commerce, or the offering for sale, sale, trans-
portation, distribution, delivery for shipment or shipment, in
commerce, of wool products, as “commerce” and “wool product”
are defined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, do forth-
with cease and desist from misbranding wool products by:

1. Failing to securely affix to or place on, each such prod-
uct a stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification show-
ing in a clear and conspicuous manner, each element of
information required to be disclosed by Section 4(a) (2) of
the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939.
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2. Failing to affix labels to samples, swatches or specimens
of wool products used to promote or effect the sale of such
wool products showing in words and figures plainly legible
all the information required to be disclosed by Section
4 (a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939.

- It 1is further ordered, That respondents DNB, Inc., a corpora-
tion, trading as Women’s Haberdashers, or under any other name
or names, and its officers, and Beth Lee Liss, individually and as
an officer of said corporation, and respondents’ representatives,
agents and employees, directly or through any corporate or other
device, in connection with the introduction, delivery for introduc-
tion, manufacture for introduction, sale, advertising or offering
for sale, in commerce, or the transportation or causing to be
transported in commerce, or the importation into the United
States, of any textile fiber product; or in connection with the sale,
offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation or causing
to be transported, of any textile fiber product which has been ad-
vertised or offered for sale in commerce; or in connection with
the sale, offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation, or
causing to be transported, after shipment in commerce, of any
textile fiber product, whether in its original state or contained in
other textile fiber products, as the terms “commerce” and “textile
fiber products” are defined in the Textile Fiber Products Identi-
fication Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding such textile fiber products by :

1. Failing to affix a stamp, tag, label, or other means
of identification to each such textile fiber product show-
ing in a clear, legible and conspicuous manner each ele-
ment of information required to be disclosed by Section
4 (b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

2. Failing to affix labels to samples, swatches or speci-
mens of textile fiber products used to promote or effect
the sale of such textile fiber products showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required
to be disclosed by Section 4(b) of the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act.

B. Failing to maintain proper records of fiber content of
textile fiber products manufactured by respondents, as re-
quired by Section 6(a) of the Textile Fiber Products Identi-
fication Act and Rule 39 of the Regulations promulgated
thereunder.
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It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

ARJAY BATTING CORP., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION
OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE WOOL PRODUCTS
LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1620. Complaint, Nov. 6, 1969—Decision, Nov. 6, 1969

Consent order requiring a Brooklyn, N.Y., manufacturer of batting for
quilting to cease misbranding and falsely invoicing its wool products.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, and by virtue
of the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Com-
mission, having reason to believe that Arjay Batting Corp., a cor-
poration, and Jacob Lowinger, individually and as an officer of
said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have vio-
lated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, and
it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect
thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its com-
plaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Arjay Batting Corp. is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York. Its office and principal place of
business is located at 3614 15th Avenue, Brooklyn, New York. In-
dividual respondent Jacob Lowinger is the principal officer of
said corporation. He formulates, directs and controls the policies,
acts, and practices of said corporation. His office and principal
place of business is the same of said corporation.
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The respondents are manufacturers of batting which is sold to
quilting manufacturers.

PAR. 2. Respondents now and for some time last past have
manufactured. for introduction into commerce, introduced into
commerce, sold, transported, distributed, delivered for shipment,
shipped, and offered for sale, in commerce, as “commerce” is de-
fined in said Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, wool products
as “wool product” is defined therein.

PaR. 3. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by re-
spondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) (1) of
the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely and de-
ceptively stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified with
respect to the character and amount of the constituent fibers con-
tained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were wool products, namely batting materials, which contained
substantially different amounts and types of fibers than as repre-
sented.

PAR. 4. Certain of said wool products were further misbranded
by respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled, or
otherwise identified as required under the provisions of Section
4(a) (2) of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and in the
manner and form as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were wool products, namely batting materials, with labels on or
affixed thereto, which failed to disclose the percentage of the total
fiber weight of the said wool products, exclusive of ornamentation
not exceeding 5 per centum of said total fiber weight, of (1)
wool; (2) reprocessed wool; (3) reused wool; (4) each fiber other
than wool, when said percentage by weight of such fiber was 5
per centum or more; and (5) the aggregate of all other fibers.

PAR. 5. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth
in Paragraphs Three and Four were, and are, in violation of the
Wool Products Labeling Act of 19389 and the Rules and Regula-
tions promulgated thereunder, and constituted, and now consti-
tute, unfair and deceptive acts and practices and unfair methods
of competition in commerce, within the intent and meaning of the
Federal Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 6. Respondents now and for some time last past have been
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engaged in the advertising, offering for sale, sale and distribution
of products, namely batting materials, in commerce, and have
caused their said products, when sold to be shipped from their
place of business in the State of New York to purchasers located
in various other States of the United States and maintain, and at
all times mentioned herein, have maintained a substantial course
of trade in said products in commerce, as “‘commerce” is defined
in the Federal Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 7. Respondents in the course and conduct of their busi-
ness, as aforesaid, have made statements on invoices and shipping
memoranda to their customers misrepresenting the fiber content
of their said products.

Among such misrepresentations, but not limited thereto, were
statements representing the fiber content thereof as “90/10 wool”
whereas, in truth and in fact, the products contained substan-
tially different fibers and amounts of fibers than represented.

PAR. 8. The acts and practices set out in Paragraph Seven have
had and now have the tendency and capacity to mislead and de-
ceive the purchasers of said products as to the true content
thereof and were and are all to the prejudice and injury of the
public and constituted and now constitute, unfair and deceptive
acts and practices in commerce within the intent and meaning of
the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DEecisioN AND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the
caption hereof, and the respondents having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Textiles and Furs proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondents with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an ad-
mission by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth
in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not
constitute an admission by respondents that the law has been vio-
lated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and other provi-
sions as required by the Commission’s Rules ; and
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The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ents have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, and now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in § 2.834(b) of its
Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the fol-
lowing jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Arjay Batting Corp. is a corporation organized,
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of
the State of New York, with its office and principal place of busi-
ness located at 3614 15th Avenue, Brooklyn, New York.

Respondent Jacob Lowinger is an officer of said corporation.
He formulates, directs and controls the policies, acts and prac-
tices of said corporation and his address is the same as that of
said corporation.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondents and the
proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Arjay Batting Corp., a corpora-
tion, and its officers, and Jacob Lowinger, individually and as an
officer of said corporation, and respondents’ representatives,
agents and employees, directly or through any corporate or other
device, in connection with the introduction, or manufacture for
introduction, into commerce, or offering for sale, sale, transporta-
tion, distribution, delivery for shipment or shipment, in com-
merce of wool products as “commerce” and “wool product” are
defined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, do forthwith
cease and desist from misbranding wool products by :

1. Falsely or deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, in-
voicing, advertising, or otherwise identifying such products
as to the character or amount of the constitutent fibers con-
tained therein.

2. Failing to clearly affix to, or place on each such product
a stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification showing
in a clear and conspicuous manner each element of informa-
tion required to be disclosed by Section 4 (a) (2) of the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939.
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It is further ordered, That respondents Arjay Batting Corp., a
corporation, and its officers, and Jacob Lowinger, individually
and as an officer of said corporation, and respondents’ representa-
tives, agents and employees, directly or through any corporate or
other device, in connection with the advertising, offering for sale,
sale or distribution of wool batting material or other products in
commerce, as “commerce”’ is defined in the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act, do forthwith cease and desist from misrepresenting
the character or amount of constituent fibers contained in such
products on invoices or shipping memoranda applicable thereto or
in any other manner.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall
forthwith distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order, file with
the Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the
manner and form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

ANGEL ORESTES RIGOLI, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT

Docket C-1621. Complaint, Nov. 12, 1969—Dectsion, Nov. 12, 1969

Consent order requiring a Miami, Fla., individual engaged in distributing
correspondence courses to cease doing business under any name which
implies that the enterprise is other than a private commercial venture,
misrepresenting that his school is accredited, that it provides scholar-
ships, and that any of its materials are free.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission
Act, and by virtue of the authority vested in it by said Act, the
Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe that Angel
Orestes Rigoli, individually and as a former officer of American
Cultural Interchange, Inc., a dissolved corporation, hereinafter
referred to as respondent, has violated the provisions of said Act,
and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in re-
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spect thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its
complaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. American Cultural Interchange, Inc., was a cor-
poration organized, existing and doing business'under and by vir-
tue of the laws of the State of Florida with its principal office
and place of business formerly located at 505 NW. 12th Avenue in
the city of Miami, Florida. Said corporation was dissolved in
April 1969.

Respondent Angel Orestes Rigoli is an individual and former
officer of American Cultural Interchange, Inc. He formulated, di-
rected and controlled the acts and practices of said corporation
and references hereinafter to the acts and practices of respondent
shall be deemed to include the acts and practices of American
Cultural Interchange, Inc., the dissolved corporation.

Respondent is also an officer of a corporation known as Educa-
tional Editions, Inc., which has its principal office and place of
business at 505 NW. 12th Avenue in the city of Miami, Florida,
and through that corporation is now engaged in the advertising
and sale of correspondence courses in various subjects under the
names ‘“‘Circulo Internacional de Costura” and “Instituto de Bel-
leza Moderna.”

PAR. 2. Respondent is now, and for some time last past has
been, engaged in the advertising, offering for sale, sale and distri-
bution of courses of study and instruction in various subjects in-
cluding journalism, English, photography, sewing and beauty cul-
ture. Said courses are pursued by correspondence through the
mails.

PAR. 8. In the course and conduct of his business as foresaid,
respondent caused his courses, when sold, to be shipped from his
place of business in the State of Florida to purchasers thereof lo-
cated in various countries in Latin America. Respondent main-
tained, a substantial course of trade in said courses in commerce,
as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 4. In the course and conduct of his aforesaid business, and
for the purpose of inducing the purchase of his courses, respond-
ent made numerous statements and representations with respect
to said courses in advertisements inserted in newspapers and
magazines and in brochures and other printed material fur-
nished to prospective purchasers of his courses.

By and through said statements and representations, respond-
ent represented, directly or by implication:
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1. Through the use of the name “American Cultural Inter-
change, Inc.,” that respondent’s business was that of a non-profit
educational enterprise devoted to the dissemination of culture and
education in Latin America.

2. That American Cultural Interchange, Inc., was an accredited
institution and was approved or was recognized by appropriate
educational authorities in the United States.

3. That all students received scholarships.

4. That instructional material and equipment were free, the
student being required to pay only postage and handling charges.

PAR. 5. In truth and in fact:

1. Respondent’s business was not that of a non-profit educa-
tional enterprise devoted to the dissemination of culture and edu-
cation in Latin America. Respondent was engaged in the sale of
correspondence courses for a profit.

2. American Cultural Interchange, Inc., was not an acecredited
institution and was not approved by or recognized by any educa-
tional authorities in the United States.

3. Students did not receive scholarships.

4. The instructional material and equipment were not free. The
sum of money paid by the student included the cost of the in-
structional material and equipment as well as the postage and
handling.

Therefore, the statements and representations as set forth in
Paragraph Four hereof were false, misleading and deceptive.

PAR. 6. In the course and conduct of his aforesaid business, and
at all times mentioned herein, respondent was in substantial com-
petition in commerce, with corporations, firms and individuals en-
gaged in the sale of courses of study and instruction covering the
same or similar subjects.

PAR. 7. The use by respondent of the aforesaid false, mislead-
ing and deceptive statements, representations and practices had
the capacity and tendency to mislead prospective purchasers
thereof into the erroneous and mistaken belief that said state-
ments and representations were true and into the purchase of
substantial quantities of respondent’s courses by reason of said
erroneous and mistaken belief.

PaR. 8. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondent, as
herein alleged, were, and are, all to the prejudice and injury of
respondent’s competitors and constituted, and now constitute, un-
fair methods of competition in commerce in violation of Section 5
of the Federal Trade Commission Act.
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The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investiga-
tion of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the
caption hereof, and the respondent having been furnished there-
after with a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of
Deceptive Practices proposed to present to the Commission for its
consideration and which, if issued by the Commission, would
charge respondent with violation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act; and

The respondent, his attorney and counsel for the Commission
having thereafter executed an agreement containing a consent
order, an admission by the respondent of all the jurisdictional
facts set forth in the aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement
that the signing of said agreement is for settlement purposes only
and does not constitute an admission by respondent that the law
has been violated as alleged in such complaint, and waivers and
other provisions as required by the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and
having determined that it had reason to believe that the respond-
ent has violated the said Act, and that complaint should issue
stating its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted
the executed consent agreement and placed such agreement on the
public record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further
conformity with the procedure prescribed in Section 2.34(b) of
its Rules, the Commission hereby issues its complaint, makes the
following jurisdictional findings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent Angel Orestes Rigoli is an individual and a for-
mer officer of American Cultural Interchange, Inc., a dissolved
corporation which had its principal office and place of business at
505 NW. 12th Avenue, in the city of Miami, State of Florida. His
address is now 7951 SW. 18th Street, in the city of Miami, State
of Florida.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the sub-
ject matter of this proceeding and of the respondent, and the pro-
ceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent Angel Orestes Rigoli, individu-
ally and as a former officer of American Cultural Interchange,
Inc., a dissolved corporation, and respondent’s agents, representa-
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tives and employees, directly or through any corporate or other
device, in connection with the advertising, offering for sale, sale
or distributior of courses of study and instruction in journalism,
English, photography, sewing, beauty culture or any other sub-
ject, in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade
Commission Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

1. Using the name “American Cultural Interchange, Inc.”
or any other name or names of similar import or meaning to
describe or designate his business; or representing, in any
manner, that respondent’s business is other than that of a
private commercial venture engaged in the sale of corre-
spondence courses for a profit. _

2. Representing, directly or by implication, that respond-
ent’s school or his courses have been accredited, approved or
recognized by any educational authority in the United States.

3. Misrepresenting in any manner the status, accreditation
or approval of respondent’s business, his school or his
courses.

4. Representing, directly or by implication, that respond-
ent provides scholarships.

5. Representing, directly or by implication, that the in-
structional material and equipment provided as a part of re-
spondent’s courses are free, or misrepresenting, in any
manner, the cost or nature of respondent’s courses.

It is further ordered, That the respondent herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon him of this order, file with the
Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the man-
ner and form in which he has complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF

LACONIA SHOE COMPANY, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
’ FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT

Docket C-1622. Complaint, Nov. 12, 1969—Decision, Nov. 12, 1969

Consent order requiring a Laconia, N.H., manufacturer and distributor of
shoes to cease selling shoes made of simulated leather material without
conspicuously disclosing by stamp, tag or label affixed to the shoes the
true nature of the material. '



