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are not pointed , bleached, dyed , tip-dyed or otherwise arti-
ficially colored.

6. Misrepresents in any manner the savings available to
purchasers of respondent's fur products.

7. Falsely or deceptively represents in any manner that
prices of respondent's fur products are reduced.

8. Represents, directly or by implication, through per-
centage savings claims that prices of fur produets are reduced
t.o afford purchasers of respondent.'s fur products the per-

centage of savings stated when the prices or such fur
product.s are not reduced t.o afford t.o purchasers the per-
centage of savings st.ated.

9. Makes claims and represent.at.ions , of the types covered
by subsect.ions (a), (b), (c) and (d) of Rule 44 ofthe Rules
and Regulations promuJgat.ed under the Fur Products Label-
ing Act unless t.here are maint.ained by respondent full and
adeqnate records disclosing the facts upon which snch claims
and representations are based.

It is fll.rther ordered That. the respondent. herein shall, within

sixt.y (60) days aft.er service upon him of this order, file wit.h t.he
Commission a report. in writ.ing set.ting fort.h in det.ail the manner
and form in which he has complied with t.his order.
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CONSKKT ORDER, ETC., IN REGAHD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATTOK OF THE

FEERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE TEXTILE FffER PRODUCTS IDEX-
TIFICATION ACTS

Docket 0-58$. Complaint, Sept. 12, 1963-Decision, Sept. , 1963

Consent order requiring three associated corporate importers find distributors
of rngs , with common offces in New York City, to cease violating the Tex-
tie :F'iber Products Identification Act by labeling as "70% Reprocessed Wool
30% Virgin Wool", rugs which contained substantially less woolen fibers
than so indicated; failng to disclose on labels affxed to rugs the true
generic names of the fibers present and the true percentage thereof by

weight; and furnishing false guaranties that their rugs were Dot mis-

branded; and to cease violating The Federal Trade Commission Act by
representing falsely, through use of the word "Mils" in ODe corporations
name, that they were the manufacturers of the products they sold.
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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 Rugby Rug Mils , Inc. , Rugby In-
ternational Corp. , and Rug Buyers Corp. , corporations , and Herbert
S. Rosenfcld , Charles H. Gordon and Helene M. Rosenfeld , individ-
ually and as offcers of said corporations , hereinafter referred to as re-
spondents , have violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules
and RcguJations promulgated under the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act, and it appearing to the Commission that a pro-
ceeding 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. Respondents Rugby Rug Mils , Inc. , Rugby Inter-
national Corp. , and Rug Buyers Corp. , are corporations organized
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the

State of JI ew York.
Individual respondents Herbert S. Rosenfeld , Charles H. Gordon

and HeJene I. Rosenfeld are ameers of each of the corporate re-
spondents and formulate , direct and control the acts , practices and
policies of the corporate respondents, including the acts and prac-
tices complained of herein.

Respondents are importers and distributors of textile fiber products
namely rugs , with their offce and principal place of business located
at 295 Fifth Avenue, Jlew York , New York.
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 introduction
sale, advertising, and offering 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
cansed t.o be transported, textile fiber products which have been
advertised or offered for sale, in commerce; and have sold , offered for
salc, 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 term
commerce" and " textile fiber product" are defied in the Textile

Fiber Products Identification Act.
PAR. 3. Certain of said textilc fiber products were misbranded by

respondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4 (a) of the
Textile Fiber Products IdentiGcation Act and the Rules and Regula-
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!:ons promulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely and decep-
tively stamped, tagged, labelcd, invoiced, advertised or otherwise
identified as to the name or amount of the constituent fibers contained
therein.

Among such textile fiber products, but not limited thereto , were
rugs labeled by respondents as "70% Reprocessed 'Vool , 30% Virgin
'Vaal" , whereas, in truth and in fact , such rugs contained subst.an-
tially less woolen fibers than represented as well as other fibers not
set forth on the label.

PAR. 4. Certain of said textile fiber products wcre further mis-
branded by respondents in that they were not stamped , tagged, or
labeled as required under thc 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 rugs with labels on or affxed thereto which failed:

(a) To disclose the true generic names of the fibers present; and
(b) To disclose the truc percentage of the fibers present by weight.
PAR. 5. The respondents have furnished false guaranties that their

textile fiber products were not misbranded in violation of Section 10
of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. 6. The acts and practices of 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
constitut.ed and now constitute , unfair and deceptive acts and prac-
1 ices and unfair methods of competition in commerce, within the
intent and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 7. In the course and conduct of their business , respondents
are now, and for some time lrst past have been , engaged in the
advertising, offering for sale , sale, and distribution of textile products
in commerce , and now cause , -and for some time last past have caused
their products, including rugs , when sold , to be shipped from their
place of business in the State of N ew York to purchasers thereof in
various ot.her States of the United Stat.cs and maint.ain , and at all
times mentioned here.in have maintained , a substantial course 

trade of said products in commerce as "commerce" is defined in the
Federal Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 8. In the course and conduct of their business in soliciting
t.he sale of and in selling textile products , respondents Rugby Rug
MiJs, Inc., and thc individual respondcnts do business under the
name Rugby Rug MiJs, Inc. , and use said name on Jet.terheads
invoices , labels and tags, and in advertisements of their products.
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PAR. 9. Through the use of the word "1IiJs" as part of the cor-
pDrate name Rugby Rug Mills, Inc., the aforesaid respondents

represent that they own or operate mills or factories in which the
textile prDducts sold by them are manufactured.

PAR. 10. In truth and in fact t.he aforesaid respondents do not own
operate or control the mills Dr factories where the textile product.
sold by them are manufactured , but buy the finished products from
others. The aforesaid representations are therefore false, misleading
and deceptive.

PAR. 11. There is a preference on the part of many dealers to buy
products, including textile products directly from factories or miJs
believing that by doing so lower prices and other advantages thereby
accrue to them.

PAR. 12. In the conduct of t.heir business, at all times ment.ioned
herein , said respondents have been in substantial competition, in
commerce, with corporations , firms and individuals in the sale of
textile products of the same general kind and nat.ure as those sold
by respondcnts.

PAR lB. The use by such respondents of t.he aforesaid false, mislead-
ing and deceptive statement.s , :representations and practices has had
and now has, the capncity and tendency to misleatl dealers and other
purchasers into the erroneous and mistaken belief that said stat.ements
and representations were , and are, true , and int.o the purchase of sub-
stant.ial quantities 'Of respondents ' products by reason of said
erroneous and mistaken belief.

PAR 14. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents as alleged
in Paragraphs 7 t.hrough 13 were, and are, t.o the prejudice and injury
of the public and of respondents ' competitors , and constit.ut.ed , and
now constitute unfair methods of competition and unfair and decep-
tive acts and practices in commerce in violation of Sect.ion 5(a) (1) Df
the Federal Trade Commission Act.

DECISION AND ORDER

The Commission having heretofore determined to issue it. oom-

plaint charging the repondents named in the caption hcreof with
violation 'Of the Federal Tradc Commission Act and the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act, and the respondent.s having been served
with notice of said det.ermination and with a copy of the complaint
the Commission intended to issue , together with a proposed form of
order; a,

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admission by
respondent.s of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in t.he complaint
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to issue herein, 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 set forth in such
complaint , and waivers and provisions as required by the Comms-
sion s rules; and

The Commission , having considered the agreement, hereby accepts
same, issues its complaint in the form contempla,ted by said agreement
makes the following jurisdictional findings and enters the following
order:

1. Respondents Rugby Rug Mills , Inc. , Rugby International Corp.
and Rug Buyers Corp. are corporations organized , existing and doing
business under and by virtue of the laws of the State of New York
with their offces fund principal places of business located at 295 Fifth
Avenue, in the city of New York, State of New York.

Respondents Herbert S. Rosenfeld , Charles H. Gordon , and Helene
M. Rosenfeld are offcers of said corporations and their address is
the same as that of said corporations.

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

ORDER

I t is ordered, That respondents Rugby Rug :Mils, Inc., Rugby
International Corp. , and Rug Buyers Corp., corporations, and their
offcers, and Herbert S. Rosenfeld , Charles H. Gordon and Helene
M. Rosenfeld, individually and as offcers of said corporations , and
respondents' representatives, agents and employees, directly or
through any corporate or other device, in connection with the intro-
duction , delivery 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 advertised or offered for
sale in commerce; or in connection with the sale, offering for sale
advertising, delivery, transportation , or causing to be transportd
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 " text.ile fiber product" a.re defined in the Tex-
tile 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 prod-
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ucts as to the name or amount of constituent fibers contained
therein.

2. Failing to affx labels to such prodncts showing each
element of information required to be disclosed by Section

4(b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.
B. Furnishing blse guaranties that textile fiber products are

not misbranded or blsely invoiced under the provisions of the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

It is further ordered That respondents Rugby Rug Mils, Inc. , a
c.rporation, and its offcers, and Herbert S. Rosenfeld, Charles H.
Gordon and Helene M. Rosenfeld, individually and as offcers of

said corporation , and respondents ' representatives , agents and e.mploy-
ees , directly or through any corporate or other device, in connection
with the offering for sale , sale or distribution of rugs or any other
textile products in commerce, as "commerce , is defied in the Federal
Trade Commission Act, do forthwith cease and desist from directly
or indirectly, using the word "Mills , or any other word or term
of similar import or meaning, in or as part of respondents ' corporate
or trade name , or representing in any other manner that respondents
perform the functions of a miII or otherwise manufacture or process
the rugs or the textie products sold by them, unless and unti
respondents own and operate, or directly and absolutely control the
mill where.in said rugs or other textile products are manufactured.

It V; 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 MA TIER OF

EDWARD ZIN IAJI TRADI"G AS EDWAHD' S FUR SHOP

C01\"-SE T ORDER ETC., IN RI-:GARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE

FEDERAL T:PADE COJDITSSIOS AXD TUE FUR PRODL'CTS LABELI G ACTS

Docket C-584. Complaint, Sept. n, 1965-Deci8ion, Sept. , 1963

Consent order requiring a Boston retail furrier to cease violating the FuI'
Products Labeling Act by failng, in labeling, invoicing and advertising, to
show the true animal Dame of fur, when fur was used or secondhand, and
when it was "natural" ; tailng on labels and invoices, to show when furs
were artificially colored, to show the country of origin of imported furs on
invoices and in advertising, and to identify the manufacturer, etc., on
labels; using the term "Broadtail" improperly on invoices: and failng to
comply in other respects with requirements ot the Act.


