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cludes artist’s labor for each oil painting sent to me on five day approval.

Ix taE MATTER OF
BROOKLYN QUILTING CORP. ET AL.

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

Docket C-1335. Complaint, May 10, 1968—Decision, May 10, 1968
Consent order requiring a Brooklyn, N.Y., manufacturer of quilted and fabric
materials to cease misbranding its wool and textiie fiber products and fail-
ing to keep required records.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act,
the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and the Textile Fiber Prod-
ucts Identification Act, and by virtue of the authority vested in it by
said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, having reason to helieve
that Brooklyn Quilting Corp., a corporation, and Benjamin Zauderer,
Nathan Shotsky and David H. Turkel, individually and as officers
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of said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have vio-
lated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and
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 Brooklyn Quilting Corp. is a corpora-
tion organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of New York.

Respondents Benjamin Zauderer, Nathan Shotsky and David H.
Turkel are officers of said corporate respondent. They formulate,
direct and control the acts, practices and policies of said corporate
respondent.

Respondents are engaged in the manufacture and sale of wool and
textile fiber products, including quilted fabrics, with their office and
principal place of business located at 135-139 North 11th Street,
Brooklyn, 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 the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939, 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 amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
was batting stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified by re-
spondents as acetate, whereas in truth and in fact, said products con-
tained woolen fibers together with substantially different fibers and
amounts of fibers than represented.

Par. 4. Certain said wool products were further misbranded by
respondents 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 1939 and in the manner and form
as prescribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated under said

Act.
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Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
wasa wool product with a Jabel on or affixed thereto which failed to dis-
close the percentage of the total fiber weight of the said wool product,
exclusive of ornamentation not exceeding 5 per centum of the 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 5 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 consti-
tuted, and now constitute, unfair methods of competition and unfair
anc deceptive acts and practices, in commerce within the meaning of
the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Par. 6. Respondents are now, and for some time last past have been,
engaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, manufacture
for introduction, sale, advertising, and offering for sale 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, textile fiber products which had been ad-
vertised or offered for sale in commerce ; and have sold, offered for sale,
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 terms “com-
merce” and “textile fiber product” are defined in the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act.

Par. 7. Certain textile fiber products were misbranded by respond-
ents within the intent and meaning of Section 4(a) of the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act and the Rules and Regulations pro-
mulgated thereunder in that they were falsely and deceptively stamped,
tagged, labeled, invoiced, advertised, or otherwise identified as to the
name or amounts of the constituent fibers contained therein.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products, but not limited there-
to, were quilted fabrics with labels stating “acetate” thereby represent-
ing the said quilting to be composed entirely of acetate, whereas, in
truth and in fact, such products contained substantially different fibers
and amounts of fibers other than as represented.

Par. 8. Certain of the textile fiber products were misbranded by
respondents in that they were not stamped, tagged, labeled or other-
wise identified to show each element of information required to be dis-
closed by Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act,



928 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

Decision and Order 73 F.T.C.

and in the manner and form prescribed by the Rules and Regulations
promulgated under said Act.

Among such misbranded textile fiber products but not limited
thereto, were quilted fabrics with labels which failed :

(1) To disclose the true percentage of the fibers present by weight;
and

(2) To disclose the true generic names of the fibers present.

Par. 9. Respondents have failed to maintain proper records showing
the fiber content of the textile fiber products manufactured by them,
in violation of Section 6 of the Textile Fiber Products Identification
Act and Rule 39 of the Regulations promulgated thereunder.

Par. 10. The acts and practices of respondents, as set forth in Para-
graphs Seven, Eight and Nine above were, and are, in violation of the
Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the Rules and Regula-
tions promulgated thereunder, and constituted, and now constitute, un-
fair methods of competition and unfair-and deceptive acts and practices
in commerce, under the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Decistox aNDp 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 Bureaun 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, the Wool Products
Labeling Act of 1939 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
respondents that the law has been violated as alleged in such com-
plaint, and waivers and other provisions as required by the Com-
mission’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and having
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
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procedure prescribed 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 Brooklyn Quilting Corp. is a corporation organized,
existing 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 135-189 North 11th Street, Brooklyn, New York.

Respondents Benjamin Zauderer, Nathan Shotsky and David H.
Turkel are officers of said corporation and their address is the same
asthat 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.
ORDER

1t is ordered, That respondents Brooklyn Quilting Corp., a cor-
poration, and its officers, and Benjamin Zauderer, Nathan Shotsky
and David H. Turkel, individually and as officers of said corporation,
and respondents’ representatives, agents and employees, directly
or through any corporate or other device, in connection with the in-
troduction, or manufacture for introduction, into commerce, or the
offering for sale, sale, transportation, distribution, delivery for ship-
ment or shipment, in commerce, of wool products, as “commerce” and
“svool product” are defined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of
1939, do forthwith cease and desist from misbranding such products
by:

1. Falsely and deceptively stamping, tageing, labeling, or
otherwise 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.

1t is further ordered, That respondents Brooklyn Quilting Corp.,
a corporation, and its officers, and Benjainm Zauderer, Nathan Shotsky
and David H. Turkel, individually and as officers of said corporation,
and respondents’ representatives, agents and employees, directly or
through any corporate or other device, in connection with the intro-
duction, delivery for introduction, manufacture 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
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United States, of any textile fiber products; 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 adver-
tised or offered for sale in commerce; or in connection with the sale,
offering for sale, advertising, delivery, transportation, or causing to
be transported, after shipment in commerce, of any textile fiber prod-
uct, whether in its original state or contained in other textile fiber
products, as the terms “commerce” and “textile fiber product” 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, in-
voicing, advertising, or otherwise identifying such products
as to the name or amount of constituent fibers contained
therein.

2. Failing to affix a stamp, tag, label, or other means of
identification to each such product showing in a clear, legible
and conspicuous manner each element of information required
to be disclosed by Section 4(b) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act.

B. Failing to maintain and preserve proper records showing
the fiber content of the textile fiber products manufactured by
said respondents as required by Section 6 of the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act and Rule 89 of the Regulations pro-
mulgated thereunder.

1t is further ordered, 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 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

JONATHAN LOGAN, INC., TRADING AS
DAVIS SPORTSWEAR COMPANY DIVISION ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE WOOL PRODUCTS LABELING ACTS
Docket C-1336. Complaint, May 16, 1968—Decision, May 16, 1968

Consent order requiring a North Bergen, N.J., manufacturer of women’s sports-
wear to cease misbranding and falsely guaranteeing its wool products.
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COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 and by virtue of the
authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission,
having reason to believe that Jonathan Logan, Inc., a corporation,
trading as Davis Sportswear Company Dlnswn, and David W.
Goren, individually and as general manager of said Division, have
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 1t in respect thereof
would be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint qtatmo its
charges in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent J onathan Logan, Inc., is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of Delaware. Respondent Jonathan Logan, Inc.,
trades, among others, under the name of Davis Sportswear Company
D1v1$10n

Respondent David W. Goren is the general manager of the Davis
Sportswear Company Division of J omtlnn Logan, Inc. He directs the
acts and practices of said Division, including those hereinafter set
forth. '

Respondents are engaged in the manufacture and sale of wool prod-
ucts, including women’s benchwarmers and storm coats, with the of-
fice and principal place of business of respondent Jonathan Logan, Inc.,
located at 3901 Liberty Avenue, North Bergen, New Jersey. The office
and principal place of business of respondent David W. Goren, gen-
eral manager of Davis Sportswear Company Division is located at 4

Iamp~hn*e Street, Lawrence, Massachusetts.

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

Par. 8. 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 Rules and Regulations pro-

mulgated thereunder, in that they were falsely ftnd deceptively
stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified with respect to the
character and amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.

Among such misbranded wool products, but not limited thereto,
were ladies’ coats stamped, tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified by
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respondents as 85 percent Wool, and 15 percent Nylon, whereas in
truth and in fact, said products contained substantially different fibers
and amounts of fiber than represented.

Par. 4. Certain of said wool products were further misbranded by
respondents 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 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,
was a wool product with a label 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 5 per centum of the 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 5 per centum or more; and (5) the aggregate of all other
fibers.

Par. 5. Respondents have furnished false guaranties that their wool
products were not misbranded in violation of Section 9 (b) of the Wool
Products Labeling Act ot 1939.

Par. 6. 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 consti-
tuted, and now constitute, unfair methods of competition and unfair
and deceptive acts or practices, in commerce within the meaning of the
Federal Trade Commission Act. ‘

Decistox AxD 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 issned by the Commission, would charge respondents with violation
of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Wool Products Labeling
Actof 1939 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-
snid draft of complaint, a statement that the signing of sald agree-



DAVIS SPORTSWEAR CO. DIVISION ET AL. 933

930 Decision and Order

ment 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
Commissicen’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 pro-
cedure prescribed in §2.34(b) of its Rules, the Commission hereby
issues its complaint, malkes the following jurisdictional findings, and
enters the following order:

1. Respondent Jonathan Logan, Inc., trading as Davis Sportswear
Company Division, is a corporation organized, existing and doing
Lusiness under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Delaware,
with its office and principal place of business located at 3901 Liberty
Avenue, North Bergen, New Jersey. ‘

Respondent David W. Goren is general manager of Davis Sports-
wear Company Division of Jonathan Logan, with his office and prin-
cipal place of business located at 4 Hampshire Street, Lawrence,
Massachusetts.

9. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the subject
matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the proceeding
isin the public interest. ’

’ ORDER

[t s ordered, That respondents Jonathan Logan, Inc., 2 eorporation,
trading as Davis Sportswear Company Division, or under any other
name, and its officers, and David W. Goren, individually and as general
manager of Davis Sportswear Company Division, and respondents’
representatives, agents and employees, directly or through any cor-
porate or other device, in connection with the introduction or manu-
facture for introduction, into commerce, or the offering for sale, sale,
{ransportation, distribution, delivery for shipment or shipment, in
commerce, of wool products, as “commerce” and “wool product” are
defined in the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, do forthwith cease
and desist from misbranding such products by :

1. Falsely and deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, or
otherwise identifying such products as to the character or amount
of the constituent fibers contained therein.
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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 Jonathan Logan, Inc., a corporatlon,
trading as Davis Sportswear Company Division, or under any other
name, and its officers, and David W. Goren, individually and as
general manager of Davis Sportswear Company Division, and re-
spondents’ representatives, agents and employees, directly or through
any corporate or other device, do forthwith cease and desist from

_ furnishing a false guaranty that any wool product is not misbranded,
under the Wool Products Labeling Act of 19389, and the Rules and
Regulations promulgated thereunder, when there is reason to believe
that any wool product so guaranteed may be introduced, sold, trans-
ported or distributed in commerce.

It 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 Com-
mission a report in writing setting forth in detail the manner and
form in which they have complied with this order.

IN THE MATTER OF
E. H. TEASLEY & CO., INC., ET AL.

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

Doclet C-133%. Complaint, May 16, 1968—Decision, May 16, 1968 .

Consent order requiring a Dallas, Texas, manufacturer of tents, tarpaulins and
other products to cease fictitiously pricing its merchandise in catalogs and
furnishing retailers with means of deceptive pricing.

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 . H. Teasley &
Co., Inc., a corporation, and Eugene H. Teasley, individually and as
an officer of said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents,
have violated the nrovisions of said Act, and it appearing to the Com-
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mission 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: '

Paracrarr 1. Respondent E. H. Teasley & Co., Inc., is a cor-
poration organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of Texas, with its principal office and place of
business located at 509 Corinth, Dallas, Texas.

Respondent Eugene H. Teasley is an officer of said corporation. He
formulates, directs and controls the acts and practices of the corporate
respondent, including the acts and practices hereinafter set forth.
His business address is the same as that of the corporate respondent.

Par. 2. Respondents are now, and for some time last past have been,
engaged in the manufacture, advertising, offering for sale, sale and
distribution of tents, tarpaulins and other merchandise to retailers
for resale to the public.

Par. 8. In the course and conduct of their business, respondents
now cause, and for some time last past have caused, said products,
when sold, to be shipped from their place of business in the State of
Texas to retailers thereof located in various States of the United
States and maintain, and at all times mentioned herein have main-
tained, a substantial course of trade in said products in commerce, as
“commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act.

Pair. 4. Respondents, for the purpose of inducing the purchase of
their products, have engaged in the practice of using fictitious prices
in connection therewith by the following method and means:

By distributing, or causing to be distributed to retailers and others,
catalogs which depict and describe their aforesaid products and con-
tain a stated price for each.

In the manner aforesaid respondents thereby represent, directly or
indirectly, that the amounts shown are respondents’ bona fide estimate
of the actual retail prices of said products in respondents’ trade area
and that they do not appreciably exceed the highest prices at which
substantial sales of said products are made at retail in said trade area.

In truth and in fact said amounts shown are not respondents’ bona
fide estimate of the actual retail prices of said products in respondents’
trade area and they appreciably exceed the highest prices at which
substantial sales of said products are made at retail in said trade area.

Therefore, the statements and representations set forth above are
false, misleading and deceptive.

Pir. 5. By the aforesaid acts and practices, respondents place
in the hands of retailers the means and instrumentalities by and
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through which they may mislead the public as to the usual and
regular retail price of said products.

Par. 6. In the course and conduct of their business and at all times
mentioned herein, respondents have been engaged in substantial com-
petition, in commerce, with corporations, firms and individuals in
the sale of products of the same general kind and nature as those sold
by respondents.

Par. 7. The use by the respondents of the aforesaid false, mis-
leading and deceptive statements, representations and practices, has
had, and now has, the capacity and tendency to mislead members of
the purchasing public into the erroneous and mistaken belief that said
statements and representations were and are true and into the pur-
chase of substantial quantities of respondents’ products by reason of
said erroneous and mistaken belief.

Par. 8. The aforesaid acts and practices of respondents, as herein
alleged, were and are all to the prejudice and injury of the public and
of respondents’ competitors and constituted, and now constitute, unfair
methods of competition in commerce and unfair and deceptive acts
and practices in commerce, in violation of Section 5 of the Federal
Trade Commission Act. '

Drcisiox aND ORDER

The Federal Trade Commission Laving 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 Deceptive Prac-
tices 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 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 agreement
is for settlement purposes only and does not constitute an admission
by respondents that the law has been violated as alleged in such com-
plaint, and waivers and other provisions as required by the Commis-
sion’s Rules; and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and having
determined that it had reason to believe that the respondents have
violated the said Act, 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
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a period of thirty (30) days, now in further conformity with the pro-
cedure prescribed in §2.84(b) of its Rules, the Commission hereby
1ssues its complaint, makes the following jurisdictional findings, and
enters the following order:

1. Respondent E. H. Teasley & Co., Inc., is a corporation organied,
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the
State of Texas, with its office and principal place of business located at
509 Corinth, Dallas, Texas.

Respondent Eugene H. Teasley 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 is
in the public interest.

ORDER

Itis ordered, That respondents, E. H. Teasley & Co., Inc., a corpora-
tion, and its officers, and Eugene H. Teasley, individually and as an
oficer of said corporation, and respondents’ agents, representatives
and employees, directly or through any corporate or other device, in
connection with the advertising, offering for sale, sale or distribution of
tents, tarpaulins or other merchandise, in commerce, as “commerce” is
defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act, do forthwith cease and
desist from :

L. Advertising, disseminating or distributing any purported
retail price unless (a) it is respondents’ bona fide estimate of the
actual retail price of the product in the area where respondents do
business and (b) it does not appreciably exceed the highest price
at which substantial sales of said product are made in said trade
area.

2. Misrepresenting in any manner the prices at which respond-
ents’ merchandise is sold at retail.

3. Furnishing to others any means or instrumentalities where-
by the purchasing public may be misled as to the retail prices of
respondents’ products,

[t 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) daysafter 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.

418-345—T72——60
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Ix 1aE MATTER OF
FIRST BUCKINGHAM COMMUNITY, INC, ET AL.

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

Docket 8750. Complaint, Nov. 30, 1967—Decision, May 20, 1968

Order vacating initial decision and dismissing complaint which charged nine
affiliated Arlington, Va., apartment complexes with using advertising which
deceptively carried the impression that their apartments were available to
the general public without restriction as to race, color. or national origin.

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 First Buckingham
Community, Inc., Second Buckingham Community, Inc., Third Buck-
ingham Community, Inc., Fourth Buckingham Community, Inc., Fifth
Buckingham Community, Inc., Sixth Buckingham Community, Inc.,
Paramount Communities, Inc., Claremont Communities, Ine. and
Paramount Motors Incorporated, corporations, and Frances W. Freed,
Beatrice V. Lesses and Maxwell C. Lieberman, individually and as
officers of said corporations, hereinafter referred to as respondents,
have violated the provisions of said Act, and it appearing to the Com-
mission 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:

Paracrari 1. First Buckingham Communitiy, Inc., Second Buck-
ingham Community, Inc.,, Third Buckingham Community, Inc.,
Fourth Buckingham Community, Inc., Fifth Buckingham Com-
munity, Inc., Sixth Buckingham Community, Inc., Paramount Com-
munities, Inc., Claremont Communities, Inc., are corporations or-
ganized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of
the State of Virginia, with their principal office and place of business
located at 818 North Glebe Road, in the county of Arlington, State of
Virginia.

Paramount Motors Incorporated, is a corporation organized, ex-
isting and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the State
of Delasware, with its principal office and place of business located at
313 North Glebe Road, in the county of Arlington, State of Virginia.



