traaing and aolng Dusiiess as UOoIltaCl Lens Leliter, silali, wWiliilll
sixty (60) days after service upon him of this order, file with the-
Commission a report in writing, setting forth in detail the manner:
and form in which he has complied with the order to cease and desist..

In THE MATTER OF

A. BRASH & SONS, INC,, ET AL.

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

Docket 8285. Complaint, Feb. 8, 1961—Decision, June ¥, 1961

Consent order requiring Baltimore manufacturers to cease violating the Tex-
tile Fiber Products Identification Act by labeling men’s trousers which
contained substantially less “Dacron” polyester than thus indicated, as
759% “Dacron” polyester and 259 cotton; by failing to label textile fiber
products as required; and by failing to maintain proper records showing
the fiber content of their textile products.
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COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and by virtue of
‘the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, having reason to believe that A. Brash & Sons, Inc., a corpora-
tion, and Seymour Brash, individually and as an officer of said cor-
poration, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have violated the
provisions of such Acts and the Rules and Regulations 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 respect as follows:

ParacrarH 1. Respondent A. Brash & Sons, Inc. is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of Maryland, with its principal place of business
at 110 South Hanover Street, Baltimore, Maryland. It does busi-
ness under the name A. Brash & Sons.

Respondent Seymour Brash is president and treasurer of the cor-
porate respondent. He formulates, directs and controls the acts,
practices and policies of the corporate respondent. His address is
‘the same as that of the corporate respondent.

Par. 2. Subsequent to the effective date of the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act on March 3, 1960, respondents have
‘been and are now engaged in the introduction, delivery for intro-
duction, manufacture for introduction, sale, advertising, and offer-
ing for sale, in commerce, and in the transportation or causing to
'be transported in commerce, and the importation into the United
States, of textile fiber products; and have sold, offered for sale,
advertised, delivered, transported and caused to be transported, tex-
tile fiber products, which had 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 com-
merce, textile fiber products, either in their original state or which
were made of other textile products so shipped in commerce; as the
terms “commerce” and “téxtile fiber products” are defined in the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

Pagr. 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 Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely and de-
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ceptively tagged or labeled, invoiced, advertised or otherwise iden-
tified as to the name or amount of the constituent fibers contained
therein.

Among such textile fiber products were men’s trousers labeled by
respondents as 75% “Dacron” polyester and 25% cotton whereas in
truth and in fact such trousers contained substantially less “Dacron”
polyester than represented.

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

Par. 5. Respondents have failed to maintain proper records show-
ing the fiber content of the textile fiber products manufactured by
them, in violation of Section 6(a) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act and Rule 89 of the Regulations promulgated
thereunder.

Par. 6. Respondents, in the course and conduct of their business,
as aforesaid, were and are in substantial competition in commerce
with corporations, firms and individuals likewise engaged in the
manufacture and sale of textile fiber products, including men’s
trousers.

Par. 7. The acts and practices of respondents, as set forth above
were, and are, in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identifica-
tion 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.

Mr. Charles W. O’Connell for the Commission.
Mr. Samuel L. Silber, of Baltimore, Md., for respondents.

Intr1snL DecisioNn BY Herman Tocker, HeariNg ExAMINER

The complaint in this proceeding, issued February 8, 1961, charged
the respondents, A. Brash & Sons, Inc., a Maryland corporation,
and Seymour J. Brash (named therein as Seymour Brash) its Presi-
dent, individually and as an officer thereof, both located at 110 South
Hanover Street, Baltimore, Maryland, with violation of the provi-
sions of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, by misde-
scribing the fiber content of and failing properly to label or tag
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garments advertised or offered for sale and sold and transported -
by them in commerce, and also with failing to maintain records
showing the fiber content of such commodities as required by the
statute and regulations.

~ After the issuance of the complaint, respondents (with the advice
of their attorney), and counsel supporting the complaint entered
into an agreement, containing consent order to cease and desist, thus
disposing of all the issues as to all parties to this proceeding.

It was expressly provided in said agreement that the signing
thereof is for settlement purposes only and does not constitute an
admission by respondents that they have violated the law as alleged
in the complaint.

By the terms of said agreement, the respondents admitted all the
jurisdictional facts alleged in the complaint and agreed that the
record herein may be taken as if the Commission had made findings
of jurisdictional facts in accordance with the allegations.

By said agreement, the parties expressly waived any further pro-
cedural steps before the hearing examiner and the Commission; the
making of findings of fact or conclusions of law; and all rights they
may have to challenge or contest the validity of the order to cease
and desist entered in accordance therewith.

Respondents agreed further that the order to cease and desist,
issued in accordance with said agreement, shall have the same force
and effect as if made after a full hearing.

It was further provided that said agreement, together with the
complaint, shall constitute the entire record herein; that the com-
plaint herein may be used in construing the terms of the order issued
pursuant to said agreement; and that said order may be altered,
modified or set aside in the manner prescribed by the statute for
orders of the Commission.

The hearing examiner has considered such agreement and the
order therein contained, and, it appearing that said agreement and
order provide for an appropriate disposition of this proceeding, the
same is hereby accepted and, upon becoming part of the Commis-
sion’s decision in accordance with Sections 3.21 and 3.25 of the Rules
of Practice, shall be filed ; and, in consonance with the terms thereof,
the hearing examiner finds that the Federal Trade Commission has
jurisdiction of the subject matter of this proceeding and of the re-
spondents named herein, and that this proceeding is in the interest
of the public, and issues the following order:
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ORDER

1t s ordered, That respondents, A. Brash & Sons, Inc., a corpora-
tion, and its officers, and Seymour Brash, 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 introduction, manu-
facture 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 textile fiber
products; or in connection with the sale, offering for sale, adver-
tising, delivery, transportation, or causing to be transported, of tex-
tile fiber products which have been advertised or offered for sale in
commerce; or in connection with the sale, offering for sale, adver-
tising, delivery, transportation, or causing to be transported, after
shipment in commerce, of textile fiber products, whether 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 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;

2. Failing to affix labels to such products showing each element
of information required to be disclosed by Section 4(b) of the Tex-
tile Fiber Products Identification Act.

B. Failing to maintain records of fiber content of textile fiber
products manufactured by them, as required by Section 6(a) of the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and Rule 39 of the Regu-
lations thereunder. :

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 7th day of
June, 1961, become the decision of the Commission; and, accord-
ingly: " ‘

It is 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 the order to cease and desist.
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IN THE MATTER OF

DAVID SINGER DOING BUSINESS AS
ADAM INDUSTRIES ET AL.

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

Docket 8287. Complaint, Feb. 9, 1961—Decision, June 7, 1961

Consent order requiring a New York City concern engaged in the sale and
distribution of toys and novelties, to cease using exaggerated earnings
claims and other misrepresentations in soliciting distributors to service
established toy routes, as in the order below indicated.

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 David Singer, an
individual trading and doing business as Adam Industries, and
Muriel Singer, individually, hereinafter referred to as respondents,
have violated the provisions of said 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:

Paracrare 1. Respondent David Singer is an individual trading -
and doing business under the name of Adam Industries. His office
and principal place of business is located at 170 West 74th Street,
New York, New York.

Respondent Muriel Singer is an individual and acts in a man-
agerial capacity of Adam Industries with her office and principal
place of business the same as respondent David Singer." :

Respondents David Singer and Muriel Singer cooperate and act
together in carrying out the acts and practices hereinafter set forth.

Par. 2. Respondents are now, and for some time last past, have
been engaged in the advertising, offering for sale, sale and distribu-
tion of toys, novelties, sundries and magic tricks to distributors for
resale to the public.

Par. 3. In the course and conduct of their business, respondents
now cause, and for some time last past have caused, their said prod-
ucts, when sold, to be shipped from their place of business in the
State of New York to purchasers thereof located in various other



