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Ix Te ALATTER OF
GUILFORD INDUSTRIES, INC.

CONSENT ORDER. ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIULATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE CO3MMISSION AND THE WOOL PRODTCTS LABELING ACTS

Docket O-1318. Complaint, April 3, 1968—Decision, April 3, 1968

Consent order requiring a Guilford, Maine, fabric mill to cease misrepresenting
the fiber content of its wool products and furnishing false guaranties.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, and by virtue of the au-
thority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, hav-
ing reason to believe that Guilford Industries, Inc., a corporation,
hereinafter referred to as respondent, has violated the provisions of
said Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939, and it appearing to the Commission
that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would be in the public in-
terest hereby issues its complaint stating its charges in that respect
as follows:

Paracrara 1. Respondent Guilford Industries, Inc., is a corpora-
tlon organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of Maine, with its office and principal place of busi-
ness at Guilford, Maine.

Respondent Guilford Industries, Inc., is a mill engaged primarily
in the manufacture of woolen and woolen blend fabrics which are
sold principally to manufacturers of women’s wear.

Par. 2. Respondent, now and for some time last past, has manu-
factured for introduction into commerce, introduced into commerce,
sold, transported, distributed, delivered for shipment, shipped, and
offered for sale in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in said Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939, wool products as “wool product” is
defined therein.

Par. 3. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by respond-
ent within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) (1) of the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated thereunder, in that they were falsely and deceptively stamped,
tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified with respect to the character
and amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.
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Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were wool products, namely fabrics, labeled as “100% wool,” when in
truth and in fact, said products contained substantially different fibers
and amounts of fibers other than as represented.

Par. 4. Certain of said wool products were further misbranded by
respondent in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled, or other-
wise identified as required under the provisions of Section 4(a)(2)
of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1989 and in the manner and
form as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated under
said Act.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were woolen fabrics with labels on or affixed thereto, which failed to
disclose the percentage of the total fiber weight of the said wool prod-
uct, exclusive of ornamentation not exceeding five per centum of the
total fiber weight, of (1) wool fibers; (2) reprocessed wool; (3) re-
used wool; (4) each fiber other than wool, when said percentage by
weight of such fiber was five per centum or more; and (5) the aggre-
gate of all other fibers.

Par. 5. The respondent furnished false guaranties that certain of
its said wool products were not misbranded when respondent in fur-
nishing such guaranties had reason to believe that the wool products
so falsely guaranteed might be introduced, sold, transported or dis-
tributed in commerce, in violation of Section 9(b) of the Wool Prod-
ucts Labeling Act of 1939.

Par. 6. The acts and practices of respondent as set forth above were,
and are, in violation of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and
of the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, and constituted,
and now constitute, unfair methods of competition in commerce and
unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce, within the in-
tent and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Par. 7. Respondent is now, and for some time last past, has been
engaged in the offering for sale, sale, and distribution of certain prod-
ucts, namely fabrics. In the course and conduct of its business as
aforesaid, respondent now causes and for some time last past has
caused its said products, when sold, to be shipped from its place of
business in the State of Maine, to purchasers located in various other
States of the United States, and maintains and at all times mentioned
herein has maintained, a substantial course of trade in said products
in commerce as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Commis-

sion Act.
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Par. 8. Respondent in the course and conduct of its business has
made statements on invoices to its customers, misrepresenting the fiber
content of certain of its products.

Among such misrepresentations, but not limited, were statements
setting forth the fiber content thereof as “100% wool,” thereby repre-
senting the products to be composed entirely of wool, whereas, in truth
and in fact, the product was not 100% wool but contained substantially
different fibers than represented.

Par. 9. The acts and practices as set forth in Paragraph Eight
have the tendency and capacity to mislead and deceive the purchasers
of said products as to the true content thereof.
 Par. 10. The acts and practices of the respondent set forth in Para-
graph Eight were, and are, all to the prejudice and injury of the pub-
lic and respondent’s competitors and constituted and now constitute
unfair and deceptive acts and practices, in commerce, within the in-
tent and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Dzcision axp ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investigation
of certain acts and practices of the respondent named in the caption
hereof, and the respondent having been furnished thereafter with a
copy of a draft of complaint which the Bureau of Testiles and Furs
proposed to present to the Commission for its. consideration and
which, if issued by the Commission, would charge respondent with
violation of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Wool Prod-
ucts Labeling Act of 1939 ; and

The respondent and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admission by
the respondent 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
respondent 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 respondent has
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 prescribed in § 2.34 (b) of its Rules, the Commission hereby
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issues its complaint, makes the following jurisdictional findings, and
enters the following order:

1. Respondent Guilford Industries, Inc., is a corporation organized,
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of Maine, with its office and principal place of business at Guil-
ford, Maine.

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

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent Guilford Industries, Inc., a corpora-
tion, and its officers, representatives, agents and employees, directly
or through any corporate or other device, in connection with the manu-
facture for introduction into commerce, the introduction into com-
merce, or the offering for sale. sale, transportation, distribution, deliv-
ery for shipment or shipment. in commerce, of wool products, as
“commerce” and “wool products” are defined in the Wool Products
Labeling Act of 1939, do forthwith cease and desist from misbranding
wool products by:

1. Falsely and deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, or other-
wise identifying such products as to the character or amount of
the constituent fibers contained therein.

2. Failing to securely affix to, or place on, each such product
a stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification showing in
a clear and conspicuous manner each element of information re-
quired to be disclosed by Section 4(a) (2) of the Wool Products
Labeling Act of 1939.

It is further ordered. That respondent Guilford Industries, Inc., a
corporation, and its officers, representatives, agents and employees,
directly or through any corporate or other device, do forthwith cease
and desist from furnishing false guaranties that certain of their wool
products are not misbranded when respondent in furnishing such guar-
anties has reason to believe that the wool products so falsely guaran-
teed might be introduced, sold, transported or distributed in com-
merce, in violation of Section 9(b) of the Wool Products Labeling
Act of 1939.

It is further ordered, That respondent Guilford Industries, Inc., a
corporation, and its officers, representatives, agents and employees,
directly or through any corporate or other device, in connection with
the offering for sale, sale or distribution of fabrics or other products,
in commerce, as “commerce’ is defined in the Federal Trade Commis-

4
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sion Act, do forthwith cease and desist from misrepresenting the
character or amount of constituent fibers contained in such products

" on invoices or shipping memoranda applicable thereto, or in any other
manner,

It is further ordered, That the respondent herein shall, within sixty
(60) days after service upon it of this order, file with the Commis-
slon a report in writing setting forth in detail the manner and form
in which it has complied with this order.

Ix Tae AMarrer or
BEX RAY SPORTSWEAR, INC, ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER. ETC.. IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF TIIE FED-

ERAL TRADE COMMISSION, THE WOOL PRODUGCTS LABELING, AND THE
TEXTILE FIBER PRODTCTS IDENTIFICATION ACTS
Docket (=1319. Compleint, Apr. 8, 1968—Decision, Apr. 8, 19583
Congent order requiring a New York City manufacturer of sportswear to cease
mishranding its wool and textile fiber produects.

CoMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act,
the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Textile Fiber Prod-
acts Identification Act, and by virtue of the authority vested in it
hy gaid Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe
that Ben Ray Sportswear, Inc.. a corporation, and Benjamin Metrano
and Ray Robbins, individually and as officers of said corporation, here-
inafrer referred to as respondents, have violated the provisions of
said Acts and the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1239 and the Textile Fiber Products Iden-
tification 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:

Piracrara 1. Respondent Ben Ray Sportswear, Inc., is a corpora-
tion organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York.

Individual respondents Benjamin Metrano and Ray Robbins are
officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and control the
acts, practices and policies of the corporate respondent including the
acts and practices hereinafter referred to.
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Respondents are manufacturers of large size skirts and sportswear,
both wool and textile, with their office and principal place of business
located at 224 West 85th Street, New York, New York.

Par. 2. Respondents, now and for some time last past, have manu-
factured for introduction into commerce, introduced into commerce,
sold, transported, distributed, delivered for shipment, shipped, and
offered for sale, in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in said Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1989, wool products as “wool product” is
defined therein.

Par. 3. Certain of said wool products were misbranded by the re-
spondents within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a} (1) of the
Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely and deceptively
stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified with respect to the
character and amoeunt of the constituent fibers contained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto, was
a skirt stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified as containing
100 percent wool whereas in truth and in fact, such skirt contained
substantially different fibers and amounts of fibers than represented.

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

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were wool products, namely skirts, with labels on or affixed thereto,
which failed to disclose the percentage of the total fiber weight of the
said wool products, exclusive of ornamentation not exceeding five per
centum of said total fiber weight, of (1) wool; (2) reprocessed wool;
(3) reused wool; (4) each fiber other than wool, when said percentage
by weight of such fiber was five per centum or more; and (5) the
aggregate of all other fibers.

Par. 5. The acts and practices of the respondents as set forth above
were, and are, in violation of the Wool Products Labeling Act of
1939 and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, and
constituted, and now constitute, unfair methods of competition and
unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce, within the intent
and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Par. 6. Respondents are not, and for seme time last past have been
engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, manufacture
for introduction, sale, advertising, and offering for sale, in commerce,
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and in the transportation or causing to be transported in commerce,
and in the importation intc the United States, of textile fiber products,
and have sold, offered for sale, advertised, delivered, transported and
caused to be transported, textile fiber products, which have been adver-
tised or offered for sale in commerce; and have sold, offered for sale,
advertised, delivered, transported and canzed to be transported after
shipment in commerce, textile fiber produets, either in their riginal
state or contained in other testile fiber producis; as the terms “com-
merce” and “textile fiber product™ ave defined in the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act.

Par. 7. Certain of said textile fiber products were mishranded by
respondents in that they were not stamped, tageed, labeled, or other-
wise identified as required under the 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, was a textile fiber product witli a label which failed:

1. To disclose the true generic name of the fibers present; and

2. To disclose the percentages of such fibers by weicht.

Par. 8. 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
constituted, and now constitute unfair and deceptive acts and prac-
tices, in commerce, and unfair methods of competiticn in commerce,
under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Dzecision axp Orber

The Federal Trade Commission having initiated ar investigation
nf 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 Clommission, would charge respondents with
violation of the Federal Trade Commission Act, the Yool Products
Labeling Act of 1989 and the Textile Fiber Products Identification
Act;and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admission 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
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respondents that the law has been violated as alleged in such com-
plfunt, and waivers and other provisions as required by the Commis-
sion’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and having
cetermined 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
@ period of thirty (30) days, now in further conformity with the
procedure preseribed in § 2.34(b) of its Rules, the Commission hereby
J=sues 1ts complaint, makes the following jurisdictional findings, and
enters the following order:

1. Respondent Ben Ray Sportswear, Inc., is a corporation orga-
nized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws
of the State of New York, with its office and pr mupt.. lace of busi-
ness located at 224 West 35th Street. New Youk, New York.

Respondents Benjamin Metrano and Ray Robbins are officers of
said corporation and 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 rvespondents, and the preceeding
is in the public interest.

ORDIR

[t is ordered, That respondents Ben Ray Sportswear. Inc., a cor-
.poration, and its officers, and Benjamin 2letrano and Rav Robbins,
individually and as officers of said corporation, and respondents’
representatives, agents and emplovees, divectly or throngh any cor-
porate or other devi ice, in connection w ith the manufacture for intro-
duection into commerce, introduction into commerce, or offering for
sale, sale, transportation, distribution, delivery for shipment or ship-
ment, in commerce, of wool products, as “commerce” and “wool
procluct” are defined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939,
do forthwith cease and desist from misbranding wool products by:

1. Falsely and deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, or
ctherwise identifying such products as to the chavacter or amount
of the constituent fibers contained thevein. C

2. Failing to securely affix to or place on, each such product

a stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification showing in
a clera'r and conspicuous manner, each element of information
required to be disclosed by Section 4(a) (2) of the Wool Products
Labeling Act of 1939.



QUALITY THRIFT FURS, INC., ET AL. 573

369 Complaint

1t is further oidered, That respondents Ben Ray Sportswear, Iunc.,
a corporation, and its officers, and Benjamin dMetrano and Ray Rob-
bins, individually and as officers of said corporation, and respondents’
representatives, agents and employees, dirvectly or through any cor-
porate or other device, in connection with the introduction, delivery
for intreduction, manufacture for intreduction, sale, advertising or
offering for sale, in commerce, or the tlansporm*lon or causing to be
transported in commerce, or the importation info the United qtqfes,
of any textile fiber product; or in connection with the sale, offering
for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation or causing to be trans-
ported, of any textile fiber ploducc which has been advertized or
offered for sale in commerce; or in connection with the sale, offering
for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation, or causing to le trzms-
ported, after shipment in. commerce, of any textile fiber product,
whether in its original state or conta uned in other textile fiber products,
as the terms “commerce” and “textile fiber preduct™ are defined in
the Textile Fiber Products Identification Aect, do forthwith cease and
desist from misbranding textile fiber produets by failing to affix a
stamp, tag, label, or other means of identification to each such textile
fiber preduct showing in a clear, legible and conspicuons manner
caeh element of information required to he diselosed by Seetion 4(h)
of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

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 writing setting forth in um‘ml the manner
and form in which they have complied with this orde

Ix rie MAaTTER OF
QUALITY THRIFT FURS, INC., trapive a8 HOPPER FURS
ET ;’LL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE FED-
TRAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THX FUR PRODUCTS LABELING ACTS
Docket C-1320. Complaint, April 8, 1968—Dectsion, April 8, 1968

Consent order requiring a St. Louis, Mo., retail furrier to cease misbranding
and falzely invoicing its fur products.

CorrPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the authority
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vested in it by said Acts, the Federa e
son to believe that Quality Thrift Furs, Inc,,

“eramission, having vea-
a co:-pora.tmn, trading

3

under its own name and as Hopper Furs, and Edward Hopper, indi-
vidually 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 ¥ur Products quehno Act,
and it appearing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in rexpect
thereot would be in the public interest, herehr issues its complaint

e

stating its charges in that respect as follows:

ParacrAPH. 1. Respondent Quality Thrift Furs, Inec., is a corpora-
tion organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of Missouri. The corporation trades under its own
name and as Hopper Furs.

Respondent Edward Hopper is an officer of the said corporate re-
spondent. He formulates, directs and controls the acts, practices and
policies of the said corporate respondent.

Respondents are retailers of fur products with their office and prin-
cipal place of business located at 425 North Seventh Street, St. Louis,
Missouri.

Pir. 2. Respondents are now, and for some time last past have
bcen, engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the sale, ad-
vertising, and offering for sale in commierce, and in the transporta-
tion and distribution in commerce, of fur products; and have sold,
advertised, offered for sale, transported and distributed fur products
which have been made in whole or in part of furs which have been
shipped and received in commerce, as fhe terms *commerce,” “fur”
and “fur product”™ are defined in i he Fur Products Labeling Act.

Psr. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that they
were not labeled as requived under the provisions of Section 4(2) o
the Fur Products Labohng Act and in the manner and form pre-
seribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder.

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

1. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur product was bleached,
dved, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was the fact.

2. To show the name, or other identification issued and registered
by the Commission, of one or more of the persons who ma anufactured
any such fur product for introduction into conwmprce, introduced it
into commerce, s0ld it in commerce, advertised or offered it for sale, in
commerce, or transported or distri buted it in commerce.

Par. 4. C@mmn of said fur products were misbranded in wiclation
of the Fur Products Lakeling Act in that ] hew were not labeled in ac-
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cordance with the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in
the following respects:

\'a\ The term “Dyed 2outon Lamb™ swas nof set forth on labels
i the manner required by law, in viclation of Rule 9 of sald Rules
and Regulations.

(b) The term “assembled” was vsed on labels to deseribe fur prod-
ucts composed of pieces in lien of the required terms, in violation of
Rule 20(d) of said Rules ~u*d 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 Rules and Regulations.

(d) Required item numbers were not set forth on labels, in viola-
tion of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.

Par. 8. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively
invoiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced as required
by Section 5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated under such Act.

Ameong such f«lsely and deceptively invciced fur products, but not
limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which failed :

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

2. To show that the fur products contained or were composed of
used fur, when such was the fact.

3. To cisclose that the fur contained in the fur products was bleach-
ed, dved, or otherwise art f‘“cmlh celored, when such was the fact.

4. To show the country of origin of imported fur used in any such
fur preduct.

Par. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively
invoiced in violation of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they
were not invoiced in accordance with the Rules and Regulations pro-
mulgated thereunder in the following respects:

{a) The term “natural” was not usefl on invoices to describe fur
products which were not pointed, bleached. dyed, tip-dyed, or other-
wise artificially colored, in violation of Rule 19(g) of sald Rules and
Regulations.

(b) The disclosure “Second-hand,” where required, was not set
forth on invelces, in violation cf Rule 23 of said Rules and Regula-
tions.

{(c¢) Required item numbers were not set forth on invoices, in viola-
tion of Rule 40 of said Rules and Regulations.
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Par. 7. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as herein
alleged, are in violation 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.

Drocisiox 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 viola-
tion of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Fur Products
Labeling Act: and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admission by
the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in the afore-
said draft of complaint, a statement that the signing of said agree-
ment is for settlement purposes only and does not constitute an ad-
mission 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 hereby
issues its complaint. makes the following jurisdictional findings, and
enters the following order:

1. Respondent Quality Thrift Furs, Inc.,is a corporation organized,
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of Missouri, with its office and principal place of business
located at 425 North Seventh Street, St. Louis, Missouri.

Respondent Edward Hopper is an officer of said corporation and
his 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
isin the public interest.
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ORDER

It is ordered, That respondents Quality Thrift Furs, Inc., a corpora-
tion, trading under its own name or any other name or names, and
Edward Hopper, 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 introduc-
tion 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 advertising, 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 com-
merce, 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. Failing to affix a label to such product showing in words
and in figures plainly legible all of the information required
to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Section 4(2) of
the Fur Products Labeling Act.

2. Failing to set forth the term “Dyed Mouton Lamb” on
a label in the manner required where an election is made to
use that term instead of the term “Dyed Lamb.”

3. Setting forth the term “assembled” or any term of like
import as part of the information required under Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder to describe such fur
product composed in whole or in substantial part of paws,
tails, bellies, sides, flanks, gills, ears, throats, heads, serap
pieces or waste fur.

4. Failing to set forth information required under section
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.

5. Failing to set forth on a label the item number or
mark assigned to such fur product.

B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by :

1. Failing to furnish an invoice, as the term “invoice” is
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to
be disclosed by each of the subsections of Section &(b) (1) of
the Fur Products Labeling Act.
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2. Failing to set forth the term “natural” as part of the
information required to be disclosed on an invoice under the
Fur Products Labeling Act and Rules and Regulations
promulgated thereunder to describe such fur product which
is not pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise arti-
ficially colored.

8. Failing to disclose that such fur product is “Second-
hand” when such fur product has been used or worn by an
ultimate consumer and is subsequently marketed in its origi-
nal, reconditioned, or rebuilt form with or without the addl-
tion of any furs or used furs.

4. Failing to set forth on an invoice the item number or
mark assigned to such fur product.

1t is further oo’derecl, That the respondent corporation shall forth-
with distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating divisions.

1t 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 writing setting forth in detail the manner and
form in which they have complied with this order.



