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Decision

Ix THE MATTER OF
TEITELBAUM FURS ET AL.

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

Docket 6850. Complaint, July 25, 1957— Decision, Dec. 13, 1957

Consent order requiring a furrier in Beverly Hills, Calif., to cease violating the
Fur Products Labeling Act by attaching fictitious price tags to fur products,
by advertising in newspapers which failed to disclose that certain products
contained artificially colored fur and represented prices falselv as reduced
from regular prices which were actually fictitious, and by failing in other
respects to comply with the advertising, invoicing, and labeling requirements.

Mr. John J. McNally for the Commission:
Leland & Platiner, by Mr. Haase Kalik, of Los Angeles, Calif., for

respondents.
IniTiaL Decision By J. EarL Cox, HEaRING EXAMINER

The complaint charges respondents with violation of the Federal
Trade Commisssion Act and of the Fur Products Labeling Act and
the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder, by misbranding
and by falsely and deceptively advertising and invoicing their fur
products.

After the issuance of the complaint, respondents, their counsel, and
counsel supporting the complaint entered into an agreement contain-
ing consent order to cease and desist, which was approved by the
director and the assistant director of the Commission’s Bureau of
Litigation, and thereafter transmitted to the hearing examiner for
consideration.

The agreement identifies respondent Teitelbaum Furs as a Cali-
fornia corporation, with its office and principal place of business
located at 414 North Rodeo Drive, Beverly Hills, Calif., and individual
respondents Albert Teitelbaum and Francis K. Somper as president
and treasurer, and as vice president, respectively, of the corporate
respondent, stating that these individual respondents formulate,
direct and control the acts, practices, and policies of the corporate
respondent and have the same office and principal place of business
as the corporate respondent.

The agreement provides, among other things, that respondents
admit all the jurisdictional facts alleged in the complaint and agree
that the record may be taken as if findings of jurisdictional facts had

528577—60——47



716 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS
Order ' 54 F.T.C.

been duly made in accordance with such allegations; that the record
on which the initial decision and the decision of the Commisssion shall
be based shall consist solely of the complaint and this agreement;
that the agreement shall not become a part of the official record unless
and until it becomes a part of the decision of the Commission; that
the complaint may be used in construing the terms of the order
agreed upon, which may be altered, modified or set aside in the manner
provided for other orders; that the agreement is for settlement pui-
poses only and does not constitute an admission by respondents that
they have violated the law as alleged in the complaint; and that the
order set forth in the agreement and hereinafter included in this
decision shall have the same force and effect as if entered after a full
hearing.

Respondents waive any further procedural steps before the hearing
examiner and the Commission; the making of findings of fact or con-
clusions of law; and all of the rights they may have to challenge or
contest the v ahdltv of the order to cease and desist entered in accord-
ance with the agreement.

The order agreed upon fully disposes of all the issues raised in the
complaint, and adequately prohibits the acts and practices charged
therein as being in violation of the Federal Trade Commission Act,
the Fur Products Labeling Act and the rules and regulations promul-
gated thereunder. Accordingly, the hearing examiner finds this pro-
ceeding to be in the public interest and accepts the agreement con-
¢nining consent order to cease and desist as part of the record upon
which this decision is based. Therefore,

It is ordered, That Teitelbaum Furs, a corporation, and its officers,
and Albert Teitelbaum and Francis K. Somper, individually and as
officers of said corporation, and their representatives, agents and em-
ployees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in connec-
tion with the introduction into commerce, or the sale, advertising, or
offering for sale, in commerce, or the transportation or distribution
in commerce, of fur products, or in connection with the sale, adver-
tvising,' offering for sale, transportation, or distribution of fur products
which have been made in whole or in part of fur which has been
shipped and received in commerce, as “commerce,” ‘“fur’” and “fur
products” are defined in the Fur Products Labehno ACL do forth-
with cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding fur products by:

1. Setting forth on labels attached thereto fictitious prices or any
misrepresentation as to the value of such fur products, either directly
or by implication;
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2. Failing to affix labels to fur products showing:

(a) The name or names of the animal or animals producing the fur
or furs contained in the fur product as set forth in the Fur Produects
Name Guide and as prescribed under the rules and regulations; i

(b) That the fur product contains or is composed of used fur, when
such is the fact;

(c¢) That the fur product contains or is composed of bleached, dyed
or otherwise artificially colored fur, when such is the fact;

(d) That the fur product is composed in whole or in substantial
part of paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur, when such is the fact;

(e) The name, or other identification issued and registered by the
Commission, of one or more persons who manufactured such fur prod-
uet for introduction into commerce, introduced it into commerce; sold
it in commerce, advertised or offered it for sale, or transported or dis-
tributed it in commerce;

(f) The name of the country of origin of any imported furs used in
the fur product;

3. Setting forth on labels attached to fur products:

(a) Information required under §4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the rules and regulations thereunder in abbreviated form or
in handwriting;

(b) Information required under §4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act and the rules and regulations thereunder mingled with nonre-
quired information; ‘

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing fur products by:

1. Failure to furnish invoices to purchasers of fur products showing:

(a) The name or names of the animal or animals producing the fur
or furs contained in the fur product as set forth in the Fur Products
Name Guide and as prescribed under the rules and regulations;

(b) That the fur product contains or is composed of used fur, when
such is the fact;

(¢) That the fur product contains or is composed of bleached, dyved
or otherwise artificially colored fur, when such is the fact;

(1) That the fur product is composed in whole or in substantial
part of paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur, when such is the fact;

(e) The name and address of the person issuing such invoice;

() The name of the country of origin of any imported fur contained
in a fur product;

2. Setting forth information required under §5(b)(1) of the Fur
Products Labeling Act and the rules and regulations thereunder m
abbreviated form;
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C. Falsely or deceptively advertising fur products 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 fur products, and which:

1. Fails to disclose that the fur product contains or is composed of
bleached, dyed or otherwise artificially colored fur, when such is the
fact;

2. Represents, directly or by implication, that the regular or usual
price of any fur product is any amount which is in excess of the price
at which the respondents have usually and customarily sold such
products in the recent regular course of their business;

3. Makes use of comparative prices or percentage savings claims
unless such compared prices or percentage savings are based upon
current market values or unless a bona fide price at a designated time
is stated;

4. Malkes pricing claims or representations of the types referred to
in paragraphs 2 and 3 above, unless there are maintained by respond-
ents full and adequate records disclosing the facts upon which such
claims or representations are based, as required by rule 44(e) of the
rules and regulations.

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER TO FILE REPORT OF
COMPLIANCE

Pursuant to section 3.21 of the Commission’s rules of practice, the
initial decision of the hearing examiner shall, on the 13th day of De-
cember 1057, become the decision of the Commission ; and, accordingly:

It is ordered, That respondents Teitelbaum Furs, a corporation, and
Albert Teitelbaum and Francis K. Somper, individually and as officers
of said corporation, 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
the order to cease and desist.
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Decision

IN THE MATTER OF

GLENN W. BRAUN AND CLYDE WITT TRADING AS
RENNEL PRODUCTS

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

Docket 6691, Complaint, Dec. 18, 1966— Decision, Dec. 18, 1957

Order requiring sellers in Toledo, Ohio, to cease representing falsely in advertise-
ments in newspapers—prepared mainly from solicited testimonial letters,
writers of which were given free bottles of the product—that their preparation
“Rennel Concentrate,” essentially a laxative, constituted an effective treat-
ment for obesity and would greatly reduce weight.

Mr. Johnm W. Brookfield, Jr., supporting the complaint.
Boggs, Boggs & Boggs by Mr. Ralph S. Boggs of Toledo, Ohio, for
respondents.

Intrrar Dzciston BY Josepn CarLaway, Hearing ExamiNer

- Formal complaint, issued December 13, 1956, charged respondents

with disseminating and causing the dissemination through the United
States mails and in commerce of false advertisements for a drug
preparation called Rennel Concentrate. The allegations of the com-
plaint in effect charge violation of section 12(a)(1) of the Federal
Trade Commission Act which is, by section 12(b), made an unfair or
deceptive act or practice within the meaning of section 5. After
service of the complaint, answer was filed by the respondents.

Hearings were held pursuant to notice and agreement of counsel
in Toledo, Ohio, and Ann Arbor, Mich. Respondents were repre-
sented by counsel who participated in the hearings and who were
afforded full opportunity to be heard, to introduce evidence pertinent
to the issues and examine and cross-examine witnesses. Proposed
findings as to the facts, conclusions, and orders were submitted by
both sides.

The facts found, the conclusions reached and the order entered
herein are based upon the entire record and hearing the testimony.
All findings as to the facts, conclusions and orders proposed by all
parties hereto not adopted and concluded in this initial decision are
specifically rejected. ’



