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incidental or a by-procJuct of the manufacture of householcJ steeJ
wool product.s on such premises, and which are not suitable for
onversion into household form.
It is fUl'the1' ol'rlel'ed That as used herein the term "industrial steel

wool" means steel wool of a11 grades and finished forms produced for
sale to industrial lIsel's; the term "household steel wooF' means ste,
,yoal and steel 'yool products other than industl'in! steel wool , and
includes al1 steel wool products produced and sold for lEC by
householders.

It i8 tnTthe!' ol'dered That respondent shaJJ, \\ithin ninety (90)

cla.ys from the elate of service upon it of this order , submit , in \'Titing,
for the consideration and approval of the Commissioil , its plans for
compliance ,,-jth this order, including the date within ,yhich
compliance can be effected.
By the Commission , Commi sioller Anderson concurring ill the

result and Commissioner :l\aclntyre not concurring.

Ix THE J\L\TTER OF

COXRICH , LTD. , ET AL.

ORDEn, ETC" IX nEGc\H.D TO TI-IE ALLEGED VIOLATIOX OF THE FEDER.-\L

TlL\DE CO)DIlSSIOX AXD TIlE WOOL PRODrCTS L-1.HELIXG ACTS

Docket 8583. Complaint , JIInC 28, %'3- Dcci8ion. Jan. , 1964

Order requiring Xew York City jouber of wool products to cease yj01ating
the Wool Products Labeling Act and the Federal Trade Commission _-\c-t

by labeling and inyoicing as ;' 100% C:1:-hml're , fnlui('s which contnined
substantially different fibprs and quantities of fl1ers, and failng to !li:,-
dose on fabric labels the trtle gelleric IWIlf':" uf the Jibf'l"s l!l' e:'put and the
percentage thereof,

CO::fPLc\IXT

Pursuant to the proyisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and (he WooJ Products LabeJing Act of 1939 and by virtue of the
authority vested in it by said Acts , the Federal Trade Commission
haying reason to belieye that Conrieh , Ltd., a corporation, and

R.ichard \Yeinstein , indiyic1ual1y and as an offcer of said corporation
hereinafter refeIT('cl to as respondents , have. violated the. pro\'isiollS
of said Acts and the Hliles and Rpgll1atiol1s proJ1111gatedunder the
,Yool Pro(lucts Labeling Act , and it appearing to the COJ1mjs :on
that a proceeding by it in respect thereof , would be in the public
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interest, hcreby issues its complaint stating its charges in that
respect as follows:

\Hc\WUPII 1. Hespondent Conrieh , Ltd. , is a corporation, orga-

nized , existing and doing uusinessuncler Hnd by virtue of thc lrnys of
the State of New York. IndividuaJ respondent Richard .Weinstein
is an offcer of the corporate respolldent. Said individual respoJldent
formulates , directs and controls the, acts , policies and practices of the
corporate respondent, including the acts and practices hereinafter

referred to. Respondents have their offce and principal place of
business located at 257 ,Vest 38th Street, Xe\\ York , :.e\\" York.
Hesponclents arc jobbers and distribntors of \1,001 products including
fabrics.
PAR. 2. Subsequent to the effective date of thc "lVooJ Products

Labeling Act of 1939 and more espec.al1y since Deceulber 1060
respondents have introduced into commerce , sold, transported , dis-

tributed , c1e1ivered for shipment , shipped, antI offered for sale in

commerce wool products as the terms ;' commerce" and "wool produc('
arc uefined in said Act.

\R. 3. Certain of said wool prodncts were misbranded wit.hin
the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) (1) of the said "lVoaJ Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Heglllations promulgated there-
under , in that they were falsely and decepti,.ely labeled or tngged
with respect to the character ancl amount of the constituent filJeJ's
contained therein.

Among such \yool pl'odncts were f:lbrics sramped or tagged as
10070 Cashmpre : \yhereas , in truth and in fact , said fabrics were

not composed of 100% Cashmere but contained substantially
tliiferent libel's and qWlltities 01 fibers.

AH. 4. Certain of said \yool products \yere further misbranded by
respondents in that they \yere not. starnped, tagged and labeled as
reqnired under the provisions of Section 4(a) (2) of the "lYooJ Prod-
ncts Labeling Act and in the manner and form as prescribed by the
Hules antI Reguhtions promulgated under said \ct.

Among such misbranded \yoo) products, but not limited thereto.
'yore fabric \\"ith l:1bel", \yhich failed: (1) to disclose the true

elH' l'ic names of the fibers present and (2) to disclose the percentage
of such fibers.

P.-n:. :5. The aforesaid acts fil;c1 practices of respondents consti-
tuted misbranding of ,yool products and were and are in violation
of the ,Vaal Proclucts Labeling Act of 1939 , and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgatecl thereunder , and constituted , and now constitute
unfair and deceptin: acts fl1c1 practices and unfair methods of c.om-
petit.ion , in commerce , within the intent and meaning of the Federal
Trade Commission Act.

:.:2!- IH"1-71!-
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PAR. 6. Respondents are now , and for some time last past , have
been engaged in the ojIering for sale , sale and distribution of certain
products , namely fabrics, to manufacturers and jobbers. In the
course of their business , respondents , now cause, and for Some time
last past have caused , their said products , "hen sold , to be shipped
from their place of business in the State of Yew York to purchasers
located in variolls other States of the United States , and maintain,
and at. an times mentioned herein , have maintained, a substantial

course of trade in said products, in commerce, as ' col1merce" is
defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act.

PAR. 7. R.espondents in the course and conduct of their business
as aforesaid, have made statements on invoices and shippillg 11emo-

ra,nda to their cllstomers misrepresenting the character and fiber con-
tent of certain of their sa. id products. Among snch misrepresenta-
tions, but not limited thereto , were statements representing certain
fabrics to be "100% Cashmere , -whereas said fabrics contained sub-
stantiaJJy different fibers and quantities of fibers than represented.

PAR. 8. The acts and practices set out in Paragraph 6 and 7 haY!'

had and now have the tendency and cn pacity to mislead and deceive
the purchasers of said products as to the true content thereof and to
cause said purchasers to misbrand prodncts manufactured by them
in ,yhich said materials were used.

PAR. 9. The acts and practices of the respondents set out in Para-
gra.ph 6 and 7 were , and are , an to the prejudice and injury of the
public and of respondents ' competitors and constituted and now con-
stitute , unfair and deceptive acts and pra('tices in commerce , \yithin
the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission .. ct.

JfT. Jhchael P. Hughes for the Commission.

Schein cf: Laz(tr1l8 New York , K. , for the respondents.

lNlTI.-\L DEC.ISION BY EnG \R A. nUTTLE , HL\RIXG EX,\:JIIXETI

DECE:JIBEH -' , 1 J ();)

On .Tune 28, H)(3 , the Federal Trade C01l1li sion issued a com-

plaint charging respondents with vio1nting the Federal Trnde Com-
mission Act and the ,Vaal Products Labeling Act of 1939. The crux
of the charge. is that respondents wool products ,,,ere misbranded as
1007o Cashmere , a1rhough they contained substantially different

fibers and quantities of fibers.
HespOllclents filed an answer on .Tu1y 31 , 1D6:3 elated July :29 , 18G3

y\'1Ii('h i essenti:llly a general c1enia1 of the fnl'C'g:oing cllfJ'ge



CONRICH LTD. , ET AL, 267

2G4 Decision

On August 29 , 1963 , Hearing Examiner John Lewis (to whom the
case was assigned on June 28 , 1963) was served with a request for a
prehearing conference.

On September 4, 1863 , Acting Director of I-Iearing Examiners
Ecbyarcl Creel issued an order substituting I-Iearing Examiner Edgar
A. Buttle in this matter.

On September 5 , 1963 , the undersigned hearing examiner issued an
order scheduling a prehearing conference for September 18, 1863 , in
'Vashington , D. and further ordered the initial hearing, scheduled
for September 10 , HJ60 , to be adjourned to a date to be fixed at the
prehearing conference.

On September 9 , 196:3 , connsel supporting complaint filed a motion
for production of documents by respondents.
On September 13 1063 respondents ' attorney Lester A. Lazarus

wrote directly to this examiner requesting an adjournment of said
prehearing conference stating his reasons for saiel adjournment as
foJlows:

The re"pondent, COXHICI- LTD. hAS fOllnd itself unable financially to
continue its business alHl to thnt extent is pl'e!;enrly negotiating with a COIl-
mittee of its creditors. At the present time, it does not appear likely that
the business wil continue, but this wil not be knO,HI for sc,'eral weeks.

In the e\'ent that the busilJess ,,,ill not continue but ,,,il he liquidated pur,
suant to 'An assignment for the benefit of crcditors , then application wil most
likely be made for permission to consellt to n CEASE AXD DESIST ORDER
H(HyeVer , this is not yet known, and will not be kllO,yn for several weeks,

It would be in the interest of everyhody c(1lcerne(1 if the pre-trial hearing

conference is adjourned to .some day after October n. IGG3, and I respectfully
suhmit that such a(ljourDment will not prejudice either party, and may ulti-
mately savc both the COllIlis ion and tue respoIH1ent a considerable amount

of time, effort, and money,

On September 16 1D63 the examiner treatec1respondents letter of
September 13, j9W3 , as il motion for adjonrnment and denied same.

ollmying a decision to liqui(blP au(l go out of busincss respond-
ents made a l)JOtiol1 , filed on October 7 1968 , to ,,'ithdl'aw the1r

prior ans\yer nnc1 to file a sl1bsti tl1te answer. By order of the hearing
examiner ,,-ithc1nnyal and substitution "-ere a,uthol'ized.

On October 7, 196:3 , the respondents filed the foJJo\dng substitute
ans\yer:

COMES ::0'" the respondents Conrkh , Ltd. find

vidually and as an offCf'r of said corporation and
in this proceeding state

That said reslJOIldents elect not to
Sf't forth in the complaint. and that
Ilf till' Fed('l'nl '11':1(1(, ('f111lli!' ion

Richard Weinstein, indi
answering the complaint

further contest tbe allegations of fact.
in aeconlance with Section 3,3(lJ) (2)
Rules of Practice respom1cnts admit
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all of the material alh'gations of the complaint to be true, He prlDcl(lnts
further wain! !lny rights of hearings as to the facts alleged in the complaint

and agree that this answer together with the complaint wil provide a record

hasis on which the hearing eXHminer may tie an initial decision containing
appropriate findings and conclusions and an appropriate order disposing of
the proceeding. Hesponclents fl1tber waive the right to submit proposed find.
lngs and conclusions and the right to appeal the initial dedsion to the
Commission under 22.

The hearing examiner has Cal'eflllly considered the proposed find-
ings of fact and conclusions submitted by connsel in snpport. of the

complaint. (submission aT proposed findings haying been waived by
respondents) and has found such proposed findings consistent ,yith
the uncontested allegations of the complaint.

Upon the entire record in the case , the hearing examiner therefore
makes the following findings of facts and conclusions:

FINDlXGS OF Fc\CT

1. Hesponclent Conrich , Ltd. , is a corporation organized , existing
and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the State, of
New York. Individual respondent Richard ,Veinstein is an offcer
of the corporate respondent. Said individual respondent formulat('s
directs and controls the acts , policies and practices of the corpol'nte
respondent , including the acts and practices lwreinn. fter referred te.
Hesponcle,nts lu1.ye their offce and principal pbce of busine:;s located
at 257 ,Vest 38th Street , :Xew York ! J\ e\\' York. Responclents ,ue
jobbers and distributors of ool proclllds including fabrics.

2. Subsequent to the efl'ective dat-e of the ,Vool Produds Lalwl1ng
Act of 1989 , and more especially since Decembcr ID60 ! respoll(lents

have introduced into commerce , sohl transported , delivered for 5hip-
ment shipped and oiiered for sale in COlmnerce , \1'001 products ns
the terms "conllnerce" and '; \\"001 producC are defincd in said act.
3. Certain of said \1'001 products ,"ere misbranded \yithin thc

intent and meaning of Seetion 4(a) (1) of the said "'Vool Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under, in that they were falsely and deceptively labeled or tagged
\\"iih respect to the character and amount of the constituent fibers
contained therein.

Among such wool products were, fabrics stamped or tagged as
100% Cashmere" whereas , in truth and in fact! said fabrics were

not composed of 1000/0 Cashmere but contained subst.antially different
libel's and quantities of fibers.
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4. Certain of said '\Yool products \\'cre further misbranded by
respondents in that they were not stamped , tagged and labeled as
required under the provisions of Section 4(a) ( ) of the \Yool Prod-
ucts Labeling Act and in t.he manner and form . as prescribed by the
EllIE's and Regulations promulgaledundcl' said act.

Among such misbranded \Yool products, but not limited thereto
were fabrics with hLbels which failed: (1) to disclose the true generic
names of the fibers present and (2) to disclosc the percentage of such
fibers.
5. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents const.ituted

misbranding of \yool products and 'wereancl are in violation of the
'Vool Products Labeling Act' of 1939 , and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated thereunder, and constitutecl , and now constitute , unfair
and deceptive acts and practices and unfair methods of competition
in commerce \"ithin the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade
Cornmission Act.
6. Hespondents are nmv , and for some t.ime last past. have been

engaged in thc offcring for sale, sale and distribution of certain
products , namely fabrics, to manufacturers and jobbers. In the
course of their business respondents now cause and for some time
last. past. have caused , their said products , when sold , to be shipped
from their p1nce of business in the State of N e.w York to purchasers
located in various other St.ates of the enited States , and maintain.
and at all times mentioned herein have maintained, a substantial
course of t.rade in said products in commerce, as " commerce ': is

defined in the FederaJ Trade Commission Act.
7, R.esponclents in the course and conduct of their business , as afore-

said , have made statements on invoiccs and shipping memoranda to
their customers misrepresenting the character and fiber coni-ent of
certain of their said products. Among such misrepresentations , but
not limited thereto , were st.atements representing certain flLbrics to
be " 100% Cashmel'e , ,yherea8 said fabrics c.ontained suGstantially

ditIerent fibers and quantities of fibers than represented.

CO:N CLI;S IONS

1. The acts and practices of the respondents set out in Paragraphs
6 and 7 of the complaint haye had , and now have , the tendency and
capacity to mislead and deceive t.he purchasers of said products as to
the true content thereof and to canSe said purchasers to misbrand

products mal11fac.ured by them in which said mate-rials were used.
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2. The acts and practices of the respondents set out in Paragra phs
6 and 7 of the compJaint were, and are , all to the prejudice and injury
of the public and of respondents : competitors and constituted , and
nO'"\T constitute , unfair and deceptive a.cts and practices in commerce
,yithin the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.
Accordingly, it is

ORDER

Ordered That respondent Conrich , Ltd. , a corporation , and its
offcers , and Richard \Veinstein , individually and as an offcer of said
corporation , and respondents ' representatives , agents and employees
directly or through any corporate or other device, in connection with
the introduction into commerce, or the oB'ering for sale: sale , trans-
portation , distribution , or delivery for shipment in commerce of wool
products , as "commerce" a.nd " wool product': are defined in the V\T 001
Products Labe1ing Act of 1939 , do forthwith cease and desist from
misbranding wool products by:

1. FaJseJy or deceptively stamping, tagging, Jabe1ing or other-
wise identifying such products as to the character or amount of
the constituent fibers included therein;

2. Failing to securely affx to , or place on , each such product
a stamp, tag, hlbel or other means of identification showing in
fl. clear and conspicuous manner each element of information
required to be discJosed by Section 4(a) (2) of the Woo! Products
Labe1ing Act of 1939 , and , it is

Further ordered That respondents Conrich , Ltd. , a corporation
and its officers, and Richard "Teinstein , incliviclualIy and as an
offcer 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 distribut.ion
of fabrics or other products in commerce , as "commerce" is define-d

in the Federal Trade Commission Act., do fortln ith ceaSe and desist

from misrepresenting the character or amount of constituent fibers
contained in such products on invoices or shipping memoranda
app1ieabJe thereto , or in any other manner.

DECISION OF TUE CO::\1 IISSION AND ORDER TO FILE REPORT

OF COMPLIANCE

Pnrsuant to Section 3.21 of the Commission s RuJes of Practice
effective August 1 , 1963 , the initial decision of the hearing examiner
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shall , on t.he 18th d,ty of .JanUill'Y, 190-: , become the decision of the
Commission; and , accordingly:

1 t -28 (f'del'ed That respondents Con1'1('h, Lt.d. , a corporation , and
Richard iVeinstein , individual1y and as an offcer of said corporation,
shall , within sixty (GO) 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 contained in the adopted initial decision.

IN THE fATTER OF

EXQGISITE FORM BRASSIERE , INC.

ORDER , OPIX10N , ETC. , IN REG-.\lm TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF

SECS. 2 ( d) AXD 2 ( e) OF THE CLAYTON ACT

Docket 6966. Compla.int, No'!. 1957* Decisi, , Jan. 20 1964

On1er- folInwing remand b:r the (,Gmt, 301 F. 2c1 499. and reconsideration
by the COJDmission , as directed, of pr€yiously rejected evidence in support

of Section 2 (b), Clayton Act, defense-reinstating the desist order of

Oct. 31, 1960, 57 F. C. 1036, which required an indm.:try leader in the
manufacture and sale of brBssieres, ,vitll principal offce in Xew York
City, to cease discriminating in price between competing ('ustomers in
yjolation of Sees. 2(rl) and 2(e) of tIle Clayton Act by paying advertising
allowances and furnishing "stylists" to certain large retailer customers
while not making either u\lliIable on proportionall;\. equal terms to competing
smalh' r customers.

Jh. Peter J. Dias and Mr. Francis A. O'Brien for the Commission.
Jh. Peyton FOTd of iVashington for respondent.

HEVISED INITIAL DECISION A_FTER REl\fAND

IEA.RIXG EXAMINER
BY ROllERI' L. PIPER

::L\HCH 1;) : 1DG:

PRELnfIl\ ARY STATElIIEXT

On October 31 , 1960 , the Commission issued its decision , affrming
the undersigned, finding respondent in violation of subsections (d)

and (e) of Section 2 of the Clayton Act , as amended by the Robinsan-
Patman Act, also finding that the services in violat.ion of Section

ot Amendp(! anc1 supplemental COllJplaint issuecl Augnst 1 , l!J,iS.


