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Ix e MATTER OF
FOREIGN TEXTILE PRODUCTS, INCORPORATED, ET AL.

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

Docket 7920. Complaint, June 3, 1950—Decision, Nov. 16. 1960

Consent order requiring New York City distributors of woolen fabrics to cease
violating the Wool Products Labeling Act by labeling as “953%% wool, 5%
Nylon™, woolen fabrics which contained substantially more non-woolen
fibers than indicated by such tags, and by fajling to conform in other
respects to requirements of the Act.

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 Commission,
having reason to believe that Foreign Textile Products, Incorpo-
rated, a corporation. and Bela Gyenes, individually and as an offi-
cer 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 Labeling Act, and it appear-
ing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof
would be in the public interest, hereby igsues its complaint stating
its charges In that respect as follows:

Paracrarn 1. Regpondent IForeign Textile Products, Incorporated,
1s a corporation organized, existing and doing husiness under and
by virtue of the laws of the State of New York. Individual re-
spondent. Bela Gyenes is president and treasurer of the corporate
respondent.  Said individual respondent formulates, divects and
controls the acts, practices and policies of said corporate respond-
ent. Respondents’ office and principal place of husiness is located
at 303 Fifth Avenue. New York., New York.

Par. 2. Bubsecuent to the cflective date of the Wool Prodnets
Labeling Act of 1939, and more especially since Jannary 1, 1959,
respondents have introduced into commerce. sold, transported, dis-
tributed, delivered for shipment and offered for sale in commerce,
as “eommerce” s defined in the Wool Products fabeling Act of
1939, wool products as “wool products’™ ave defined therein.

Pan. 5. Certain of said wool produets. namely woolen fabrics. were
misbranded by vespondents within the mtent and meaning of See-
tion 4(a) (1) of said Wool PProducts Labeling Acl and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder in that they were falselv
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and deceptively labeled or tagged with respect to the character and
amount. of the constituent fibers contained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products were woolen fabrics im-
ported from Italy by respondents and labeled or tagged by them as
consisting of “95% wool, 5% Nylon,” whereas, in truth and in fact,
said woolen fabries in each instance contain substantially less wool
and substantially more non-woolen fibers than was indicated by the
foregoing labels or tags affixed thereto.

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

Par. 5. The respondents in the course and conduct of their busi-
ness as aforesaid were and are in substantial competition in com-
merce with other corporations. firms and individuals likewise en-
gaged in the importation and sale of said wool produects, inchiding
imported woolen fabrics.

Par. 6. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth in
Paragraphs 8 and 4 above were, and are, in violation of the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regulations pro-
mulgated 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.

AUr. Harry E. Aiddleton, Ji.. supporting the complaint.

e, Samuel B. Chlban of New Tovk, N.Y., for respondents.

Ixtrian Decisiox sy Joux B, Perxpexter, Hearixe ExXadINer

On June 3. 1966, the Federal Trade Commission issued a com-
plaint chargine that the above-named rvespondents had violated the
provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Wool
Products Labeline Act of 1930 and the Rules and Regulations pro-
muleated under said Wool Products Labeling Act hy falsely and
decoptivelv stamping. labeling. ov tagging. ceriain woolen products.
Amone such mighranded wool produets were woolen fabrics imported
from Italv by respondenis.

Affer issuance and service of the complaint. the above-named re-
spondents, their attorney, and conngel supporting the complaint en-
fered info an agreement for a consent order. The agreement has
been approved by the Director. Associate Director and Acting As-
sistant Director of the Burean of Litigation. The agreement dis-
poses of the matters complained about.
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The pertinent provisions of said agreement are as follows: Re-
spondents admit all jurisdictional facts; the complaint may be used
in construing the terms of the order; the order shall have the same
force and effect as if entered after a full hearing and the said agree-
ment shall not become a part of the official record of the proceeding
unless and until it becomes a part of the decision of the Commis-
sion; the record herein shall consist solely of the complaint and
the agreement; respondents waive the requirement that the deci-
sion must contain a statement of findings of fact and conclusions of
law; respondents waive further procedural steps before the hearing
examiner and the Commission, and the order may be altered, modi-
fied, or set aside in the manner provided by statute for other orders;
respondents waive any right to challenge or contest the validity of
the order entered in accordance with the agreement and the signing
of said agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not con-
stitute an admission by respondents that they have violated the law
as alleged in the complaint.

The undersigned hearing examiner, having considered the agree-
ment and proposed order, hereby accepts such agreement, makes the
following jurisdictional findings, and issues the following order:

JURISDICTION AL FINDINGS

1. Respondent Foreign Textile Produects, Incorporated, is a cor-
poration organized, existing and doing business under and by vir-
tue of the laws of the State of New York, with its principal office
and place of business located at 303 Fifth Avenue, New York, New
York.

2. Respondent Bela Gyenes is an officer of the corporate respond-
ent. He formulates, directs and controls the acts and practices of
tl e corporate respondent. His address is the same as that of the
¢« rporate respondent.

3. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the subject
matter of this proceeding and of the respondents hereinabove named
and the proceeding is in the public interest.

ORDER

1t ¢s ordered, That the respondents Foreign Textile Products, In-
corporated, a corporation, and its oflicers, and Bela Gyenes, indi-
vidually and as an officer of said corporation and respondents’
representatives, agents and employees, directly or through any cor-
porate or other device, in connection with the introduction into
commerce, or the offering for sale, sale, transportation and distri-
bution in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade
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Commission Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act, of wool
products as “wool products” are defined in and subject to the Wool
Products Labeling Act, do forthwith cease and desist from mis-
branding such products by:

1. Falsely or deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling or identify-
ing such produects as to the character or amount of the constituent
fibers contained therein.

2. Failing to affix labels to such products showing each element
of information required to be disclosed by Section 4(a)(2) of the
Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939.

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER TO FILE REPORT OF COMPLIANCE

The Commission having considered the hearing examiner’s initial
decision, filed September 29, 1960, accepting an agreement contain-
ing a consent order theretofore executed by the respondents and
counsel in support of the complaint; and

It appearing that the initial decision contains a statement which
is not based upon the aforesaid agreement and is, to that extent, at
variance with such agreement; and the Commission being of the
opinion that this departure from the agreement should be corrected :

1% is ordered, That the initial decision be, and it hereby is, modi-
fied by striking from said decision the second sentence in the first
paragraph thereof.

1t is further ordered, That the initial decision, as so modified,
shall, on the 16th day of November, 1960, become the decision of
the Commission.

It is further ordered, That the respondents shall, within sixty
(60) days after service upon them of this order, file with the Com-
mission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the manner and
form in which they have complied with the order contained in the
aforesaid initial decision, as modified.

Ix THE MATTER OF

GORDON-MASLING OPTICAL COMPANY, INC, ET AL.



