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[t is further ordered, That the respondents shall forthwith distrib-
ute a copy of this Order to all operating divisions of the corporate
respondents.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within sixty
(60) day 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 this order.

Ix TEE MATTER OF
H. APPEL & SOXNS, INC., ET AL

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

Docket C-1309. Complaint, Mar. 12, 1968—Dcceision, Mar. 12, 1853
Conszent order requiring a New York City wholesale and retail furvier to cease
misbranding, deceptively advertizsing and falgely guaranteeing its fur
products.
CoMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act and
the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the authority vested
in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, having veason to
believe that FI. Appel & Sons, Inc., a corporation, and Paul Toporofi,
individually and as an officer of said corporation, hereinafter referred
to as respondents, have violated the provisions of said Acts and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling
Act, and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in
respect thereof would be in the public interest, hereby issues its com-
plaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:

Parscrara 1. Respondent H. Appel & Sons, Inc., is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtne of the
laws of the State of New York.
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Respondent Paul Toporoff is an officer of the corporate respondent.
He formulates, directs and controls the policies, acts and practices of
said corporation including those hereinafter set forth.

Respondents ave wholesalers and retailers of fur products with their
office and principal place of business located at 116 West 29th Street,
New York, New York.

Par. 2. Respondents are now, and for some time last past have been,
engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising,
and offering for sale in commerce, and in the transportation and dis-
tribution in commerce, of fur products; and have sold, advertised, of-
fered for sale, transported and distributed fur products which have
been made in whole or in part of furs which have been shipped and re-
ceived in commerce, as the terms “commerce,” “fur” and “fur prod-
uct’” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

Par. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that they
were falsely and deceptively labeled or otherwise falsely or decep-
tively identified with respect to the name or designation of the animal
or animals that produced the fur from which the said fur products
had been manufactured, in violation of Section 4(1) of the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling \ct.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto, were
fur products which were labeled as “Opossum” when fur contained
in such fur products was, in fact, “Australian Opossum.™

Also among such misbranded fur produects. but not limited therveto,
were fur products labeled as “Broadtail” thereby implying that the furs
contained therein were entitled to the designation “Broadtail Lamb,”
when in truth and in fact, the furs contained therein were not entitled
to such designation.

Par. 4. Certain of said fur products were mishbranded in that they
were not labeled as requived under the provisions of Section 4(2) of the
Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and form preseribed by
the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder.

Among such misbranded fur products, hut not limited thereto, were
fur products with labels which failed :

1. To show the true animal name of the fur used in such fur products.

2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was bleach-
ed, dved, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was the fact.

3. To show that the fur products were composed in whole or in sub-
stantial part of paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur, when such was the
fact. ' S
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4. To shosw the name, or other identification issued and registered by
the Commission, of one or more of the persons who manufactured
such fur products for introduction into conumerce, introduced them
into cominerce, old them in commerce, advertised or offered them for
sale, in commerce, or transported or distributed them in commerce.

Par. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in violation
of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not labeled in ae-

corclance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in
the following respects:

(a) The term “natural” was not used on labels to describe fur prod-
ucts which were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise
artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of said Rules and
Regulations.

(b) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder
was not completely set out on one side of labels, in violation of Rule
29(a) of said Rules and Regulations.

(¢) Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder
was set forth in handwriting on labels, in violation of Rule 29(b) of
sald Rules and Regulations.

() Information required under Section 4(2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder
was not set forth in the required sequence, in violation of Rule 30 of
said Rulesand Regulations.

Par. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively
advertised in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that cer-
tain advertisements intended to aid, px'omofe and assist, directly or in-
directly in the sale and osfering for sale of such fur products were not in
accordance with the provisions of Section 5 (a) of the said Act.

Among and included in the aforesaid advertisements but not limited
thereto. were advertisements of respondents which appeared in issues
of the New York Post, a newspaper published in the city of New York,
State of New York and having a wide civeulation in New York and
other States of the United States.

Among such false and deceptive advertizements, but not limited
thereto, were advertisements which failed to show that fur products
were \01‘1posed of used fur. when such was the fact.

Par. 7. By means of the aforesaid advertisements and others of
similar import and meaning not specifically referrved to herein, re-
spondents falsely and deceptively advertised fur products in vinlaticn
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of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that the said fur products were
not advertised in accordance with the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thercunder in the following respects:

(a) Infermation required under Section 5(a) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder
was ceb forth in abbreviated form, in violation of Rule 4 of the said
Rules and Regulations.

(b) Theterm “natural” was not used to describe fur products which
were not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dved, or otherwise artificially
colored, In violation of Rule AQ(_.Q‘) of the said Rules and Tegulations.

(e) The disclosure "‘540m11<"l‘mnd,“ where. required, was not set
forth, in viclation of Rule 23 of the said Rules and Regulations.

Pir. 8. Respondents iurmsheu falte guaranties under section
10(b) of the Fur Products Labeling Act with respect to certain of their
fur products by falsely representing in writing that respondents had
a continuing guaranty on file witli the Federal Trade Commission when
respondents in furnishing such guaranties had reason to believe that
the fur products so falsely ouamntle'l would be introduced, sold, trans-
ported and distributed in commerce, in violation of Rule —i\(() of =aid
Rules and Regulations under the Fur Products Labeling Act and
Section 10(b) of said Act.

Par. 9. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as herein
alleged, are in viclation of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and constitute unfair
methods of competition and unfair and deceptive acts and practices in
commerce under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Decision Axp Orber

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investigation
of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the caption
lereof, and the respendents having been furnished thereafter with a
copy of a draft of complaint which the Burean of Textiles and Fuis
proposed to present to the Commission for its consideration and
which, if issued by the Commission, would charge respondents with
violation of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admis-
sion by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in the
aforesaid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing of said
agreement is for settlement purposes only and does not constitute
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an admission by respondents that the law has been violated as alleged
in such complaint, and waivers and other provisions as required by
the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and hav-
ing determined that it had reason to believe that the respondents have
violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue stating its
charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted the executed
consent agreement and placed such agreement on the public record for
a period of thirty (30) days, now in further conformity with the
procedure preseribed in § 2.34(b) of its Rules, the Commission here-
by issues its complaint, makes the following jurisdictional findings,
and enters the following order:

1. Respondent H. Appel & Sons, Inc., is a corporation organized,
existlug and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of New York, with its office and principal place of business
located at 116 West 29th Street, New York, New York.

Respondent Paul Toporoff is an officer of said corporation and his
address is the same s that of said corporation.

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

It is ordered. That vespondents H. Appel & Sons, Inc., a corpora-
tion, and its officers, and Paul Toporofl, individually and as an officer
of said corporation, and respondents’ 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 any fur product; or in connection with the sale, ad-
rertising, offering for sale, transportation or distribution, of any fur
product which is made in whole or in part of fur which has been
shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “commerce,” “fur™
and “fur product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, do
forthwith cease and desist from:

A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Falsely or deceptively labeling or otherwise falsely or
deceptively identifying such fur product as to the name or
designation of the animal or animals that produced the fur
contained in the fur product.

2. Failing to affix a label to such fur product showing in
words and in figures plainly legible all of the information
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required to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Sec-
tion 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

3. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of the
information required to be disclosed on a label under the
Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated thereunder to describe such fur product which
is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise arti-
fically colored.

4. Failing to completely set out information required un-
der Section +(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the
Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder on one side
of the label affixed to such fur product.

5. Setting forth information required under Section +(2)
of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regu-
lations promulgated thereunder in handwriting on a label
affixed to such fur product.

§. Failing to set forth information required under Sec-
tion 4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder on a label in the
sequence required by Rule 30 of the aforesaid Rules and
Regulations.

B. Falsely or deceptively advertising any fur product through
the use of any advertisement, representation, public announce-
ment or notice which is intended to aid, promote or assist, directly
or indirectly, in the sale, or offering for sale of any fur product,
and which:

1. Fails to set forth in words and figures plainly legible
all the information required to be disclosed by each of the
subsections of Section 5(a) of the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

2. Sets forth information required under Section 5(a)
of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and Regu-
Iations promulgated thereunder in abbreviated form.

3. Fails to set forth the term “natural” as part of the
information required to be disclosed in advertisements un-
der the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such fur
product which is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or
otherwise artificially colored.

4. Fails to disclose that such fur product contains or is
composed of secondhand used furs.
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1t is further ordered, That H. Appel & Sons, Inc., a corporation,
and its officers, and Paul Toporoff, individually and as an officer of
said corporation, and respondents’ representatives, agents and em-
ployees, directly or through any corporate or other device, do forth-
with cease and desist from furnishing a false gnaranty that any fur
product 1s not misbranded, falsely invoiced or falsely advertised
when the respondents have reason to believe that such fur product
may be introduced, sold, transported or distributed in commerce.

1t is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall forth-
with distribute a copy of this Order to each of its operating divisions.

It is 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 wiiting setting forth in detail the manner
and form in which they have complied with this order.

Ix e MATTER OF
CITY OF PARIS ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE FED-
ERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACTS

Docket C-1310. Complaint, Mar. 14, 1968—Decision, Mar. 14, 1968
Consent order requiring a San Francisco, Calif., retail department store to
cease importing or selling any fahric so highly flammable as to be dangerous

when worn.
COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Flammable Fabries Act, and by virtue of the authority vested
in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, having reason to
believe that City of Paris, a corporation, and George De Bonis, indi-
vidually and as an officer of said corporation, and Suzanne De Tesson,
individually and as chairman of the board of said corporation, herein-
after referred to as respondents, have viclated the provisions of said
Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Flammable
Fabries 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:

Paracrarm 1. Respondent City of Paris is a corporation organized,
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of California. Individual respondents George De Bonis and
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Suzanne De Tesson are respectively president and chairman of the
board of the corporate respondent. They formulate, direct and control
the acts, practices and policies of said corporation.

The respondents are engaged in the operation of a retail department
store, including the importation and sale of fabrics, with their office
and principal place of business located at 199 Geary Street, San Fran-
cisco, California.

Par. 2. Respondents, now and for some tine last past, have =old and
offered for sale, in commerce; have imported into the United States;
and have introduced, delivered for introduction, transported, and
caused to be transported, in commerce: and have transported and
caused to be transported for the purpose of sale or delivery after sale,
in commerce; as “commerce” is defined in the Flammable Fabrics Act,
fabric, as that term is defined therein, which fabric was, under Sec-
tion 4 of the Flammable Fabrics Act, as amended, so highly flammable
as to be dangerous when worn by individuals.

Par. 3. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents were and
are in violation of the Flammable Fabrics Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder, and as such coustitute unfair
methods of competition and unfair and deceptive acts and practices
in commerce, within the intent and meaning of the Federal Trade
Cominission Act.

DecistoNn axp OrDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investigation of
certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the caption
hereof, and the respondents having been furnished thereafter with
a copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of Textiles and Furs
proposed to present to the Commission for its consideration and
which, if issued by the Commission, would charge respondents with
violation of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Flammable
Fabrics Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having there-
after executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admis-
sion by the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in the
aforesaid draft of complaint, 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 alleged
in such complaint, and waivers and other provisions as required by
the Commission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and hav-
ing determined that it had reason to believe that the respondents
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have violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue stating
its charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted the exe-
cuted consent agreement and placed such agreement on the public
record for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further conformity
with the procedure prescribed in § 2.34 (b) of its Rules, the Commission
hereby issues its complaint, makes the following jurisdictional find-
ings, and enters the following order:

1. Respondent City of Paris is a corporation organized, existing
and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the State of
California, with its office and principal place of business located at
199 Geary Street, San Francisco, California.

Respondent George De Bonis is an officer of said corporation and
respondent Suzanne De Tesson is the chairman of the board of said
corporation. Their address is the same as that of said corporation.

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

It is ordered, That respondents City of Paris, a corporation, and
its officers, and George De Bonis, individually and as an officer of
said corporation, and Suzanne De Tesson, individually and as chair-
man of the board of said corporation, and respondents’ representa-
tives, agents and emplovees, airectly or through any corporate or
other device, do forthwith cease and desist from:

(a) Importing into the United States; or

(b) Selling, offering for sale, introducing, delivering for in-
troduction, transporting or causing to be transported, in com-
merce, as “commerce” is defined in the Flammable Fabrics Act:
or

(¢c) Transporting or causing to be transported, for the pur-
pose of sale or delivery after sale in commerce,

any fabric which, under the provisions of Hection 4 of the said
Flammable Fabrics Act, as amended, is so highly flammable as
to be dangerous when worn by individuals.

It is turther 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 manmner
and form in which they have complied with this order.
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Ix THE MATTER OF
PERMALUM PRODUCTS COMPANY ET AL.

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

Docket O-1311. Complaint, Mar. 22, 1968—Decision, M ar. 22, 1968
Consent order requiring a home improvement concern located in Atlanta, Ga., to
cease using bait advertising, false pricing and savings claims, misrep-
resenting that customers’ property will be used as model homes, and ne-
glecting to disclose all the details of negotiable papers signed by customers.

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 Permalum Products
Company, a corporation, and Leonard Morris, individually and as an
officer of said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have
violated the provisions of said Act, and it appearing to the Commis-
sion 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:

ParacrapH 1. Permalum Products Company, is a corporation or-
sanized. existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of
the State of Georgia, with its principal office and place of business lo-
cated at 684 Spring Street, N1, Atlanta, Georgia.

Leonard Morris is an officer of the corporate respondent. He for-
mulates, directs and controls the acts and practices of the corporate re-
spondent, including the acts and practices hereinafter set forth. His
address isthe same as that of said corporation.

Par. 2. Respondents are now, and for some time last past have been.
engaged in the offering for sale, sale, distribution and installation of
various items of merchandise for installation in or on private homes,
including aluminum siding.

Par. 3. In the course and conduct of their business, respondents
now cause, and for some time last past have caused, their said products.
when sold, to be shipped from their place of business in the State ot
Georgia to purchasers thereof located in various other States of the
Tnited States, and maintain, and at all times mentioned herein have
maintained, a substantial course of trade in said products in commerce,
as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act.



