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State of the United States in which resale price maintenance
contracts are unlawful or in the District of Columbia;

(b) Failing to sell or refraining from selling to any dealer

who desires to purchase from respondent who was terminated
after J.annary 1 , 1960 , for selling to another dealer for resaie.

It is j'l,ther ordered That the respondent herein shall, within
sixty (GO) days after service upon it of this ord"r, file with the
COJIunission a report, in . writing, setUng forth in detail the manner
and form in which it has complied with this order.

IN THE J\'IATIR OF

M. REIKER & SONS, INC. , ET AI,.

ORDER, Ji'J'C. , IN m GAnD TO THE j,LLEGED VIOLATION OF Tllg FEDERAL TfU\DE

COl\ll\SSTON AND 'rHE FUR PRODUCTS LABELING ACTS

Ducled 8806. Oomplaint , Dec. 10 , 19UfJ-Decis'ion , June 24, 1970

Order requiring 11 New York City manufacturing furrier to cease misbranding,
falsely invoicing and deceptively guaranteeing its fur produds.

COMPLAIN T

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Fur Products Lah ling Act, and by virtue of the authority
vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission, having

reason to believe that lIf, Reiner & Sons, Inc. , a corponltion, and
Jack J. Reiner and Seymour Reiner, individually and as officers of
said corporation, hereinafter referred to as respondents , have vio-
lated theprovisiolls of said 4-cts and the Hules and Regulations pl'o
mulgatcd 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 complaint stating its charges
in that respect as fol1ows:

P AHAGltAPlI 1. Respondent lItf. Reiner & Sons , Inc. , is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of X ew York.

Respondents .Tack J, Reiner and Seymour Reiner are offcers of
the corporate respondent. They formulate, direct and control the
ads, practices and policies of the said corporate respondent includ-
ing those hereinafter set forth.
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Respondents are manufacturers of Iur products with their ofrce
and principal place of business located at 345 Seventh Avenue, New
York, New York.

PAR. 2. Respondents arc now, and for some time last past have

been cngaged in the introduction into commeree, and in the manu-
facture for introduction into commerce, and in the saJe, advertising"
and oifering for sale ill commerce, and in the transportation and dis-
tribution in commerce, of fur products; and have manufactured for
sale, sold , advertised , o1Iered for sale, transported and distributed
fur products which have been made in whole or in part of Iurs
which have been shipped and received in COIIlIIlerce, as the terms

commerce " "fur" and " fur product" arc deIined in the Fur Prod-
ucts Labeling Act.

PAn. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that they
were falsely and deceptiveJy labeled to show that fur contained
therein was natural , when ill fact such fur was pointed, bleached
dyed , tip-dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, in violation of Sec-

tion 4 (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
P AH. 4, Certa.in of said fur products were misbranded in that th(~y

were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section 1(:2) of
the Fur Products LabeLillg Ad and in the 11lanller and form pre-
scrlbed by the Rules and Regulations proIIulgated thereunder.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto
were fnr products with labels which failed to disclose that the fur
contained in the fur products was bJeachec1 , dyed, or otherwise arti-
ficially colored, when such was the fact.

PAR. 5, Certain of said fur pl'oduds were falsely and deceptively

invoiced by the respondents in that they were not invoiced as re-
quired by Seetion 5(b) (1) of the Fur Prodncts Labeling Act and

the Rules and Regulations promulgated under such Act.
Among such falsely lnd deeeptively invoiced fur products , lmt not

limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which failed
to disclose that the fur contained in the fur products w u, bleached
dyed , or otherwise artificially colored , when such was the fact.

PAR. G. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively

invoiced in that said fur products were invoiced to show thnt the

fur contained therein was natural, when in fact such :fur was
pointed, bleached, dyed , tip-dyed or otherwise artificially colored , in
violation of Section 5 (b) (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
PAR. 7, Respondents furnished false guaranties under Section

10 (h) of the Fur Products .LabeJing Act with reSpE et to certain of

their Iur products by falsely representing in writing that respond
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cnts had a continuing guaranty on file with t.he Federal Trade Com-
mission when respondents in furnishing such guaranties had reason

to be1ieve that the fur products so fals( ly guaranteed would be intro-
duced , ::olcl, transported and distributed in commerce, in violation of
Hula 48(0) of said Hulcs and R( gulations under the Fur Products
Labeling Act and Seetion 10 (b) or said Act.

PAR. 8. The aforcsaid acts and practices of respondents , as herein
aUeged in Paragraphs Three through 8lwen are in violation of the
Fur Prod1H ts Labeling Act and the llllIes and Regulations prOlnul-
gated thereunder and constitute unfair methods of competition and
unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce under the Fcd-
era1 Trade Commission Act.

21IT. Frank lV. Va(tIrleTheyden supporting the complaint.
lIh' . Joseph Ii. 8chindle7' New York, N. , for mspondents.

INITIAL DECISIOX BY ",VALTEH I\. xNETT 1-1 Kf"aNG I XAMINEI

JfAHCll ;11 , 1970

l'HELIl\INAHY STATEl\E

This is n proceeding brought lUHler the Fur Product,s Labeling

Act 1 by the issuance of a Federal Trade Commission complaint
dated Deeember 10 , 1969.

1 The sections of the Fur l'roflllets Labeling- Act (15 H. C. 6!J) involved, Ilre as
follows:

Sec. 4. For 1.hc pm.voses of this Act, a fur product shall be considered 1.0 be
mishraJJ(lcd-

(1) if it is falsely or deceptively hlhcled or otherwise fa!::wl:' or deceptively identi-
fied , or if the label contnins any forH! of misrepresentation or tleceptioiJ, directly or by
implication , with respec! to sI1ch fur prodnct;

(2) if there is not affxc(l to the fnr product It label Rhowing in words und figures
plainly legihle-

(A) the name or names (;'S se1 forth in tile TI lIr PrOcll1etR Kame Guide) of the
anim.-l or ani mill:, that jJI' 011uee(1 the fur, am1 snell qnaiifying statemeut w,; ilay be
required pursuant to section 7 (c) of this Act;

(H) that the fur pro!luct: contains or is composed of Ilsed fur , when such is the fact;
(C) that the fur prodlJ t ('OlltninB or is composed of bleached, dyed, or otherwise

arlilicially colored fur , when such is the fact;
(D) tl1lt the fur l1roo\Jct is composc!l in whole or in suhstantial part of !Jaws , tails

bellies, or waste fur when such is the fact;
un the name, or other il1rntifieation issued and registered by 1.he Commission, of

one or more of the persunswho m l1l1facture such fur product for introuuction into
eOmUH'ITe , introlIuf e It into commerce , sell it in commerce, advertise or olTer it for Rale in

omml' ITe, or tran::port 0(. di::trihnte it in eommerr:e;
(V) the name of the country of orig-In of any imported furs used in the fur product;
See. G. (b) For the lllirpnse of 1.he Act, a fur product or rUt' shall be considered 1.

be falsely or !leeeptivd v invoired-

ootnotc contiJJlIed ou fol10\yiJlg )Jag-e.
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The Pleadings

The compJaint (',harged the respondents with mislabeling, impro-
perly invoieing, and misbranding cert.ain fur products and with
fals(~ly representing that they had filed n continuing gl1a.rantce \vith

the Federal Trade Commission. Respondents in their answer filed
T auuary 21 , 1970 , by .Joseph II. Schindler adrnitted the lormnl alJe-
gations respecting their incorporation of the corporation , the rela-

tionship of the individual rcspond(mts thcreto the naturc 01 the

bnsillPss , and t.he fnct that they were engaged in interst.ate com-
merce. They denied the bahtTlce of the alJegatiolls of the complaint.

Preheu.ring l\Jatters

The, following prehcaring cvents took place.
On Deeember 31 , J969 complaint counsel moved for a prehearing

conference and ftttached to his mot.ion 44 exhibits that constituted
th( documentary evidence he intended to offer.

On .h1nwll' y 2G , ID70, a pl'elwaring conference \vas held at 'Vash-

ington , D.C" HJld a pl'cheal'ing order was clieat.ed into the transcript
('11'. l(;- 17) ::nd Cll . lll1ary 2n : 1070 , n c,polldelltsfilcd ('('rt.aiu ad-
missiolls.

OIl F( bl'm.I'Y 4 , 1970 , respondents moved
proceedings by consent order. This BlOtion

for leave to sl,tLle the
vdlieh ,vas ccrt iiied to

FWJTIIC.j(, ('''1ItIJn1(11 from IH' viol1s )Jagp.

(1) jf such fur pro()uct or fuL' is Hot invoiced to show-
(A) tlJf JJaJle 01' !lames (as G10t forth in the PIlI' l'r()(ll1cts Nanle Guide) of t.he

anima.l OJ. ilnimal:- t1l1t producl'tJ the fnT :111(1 such (jll:Jlifying statement as may be

rcquirl'() !11l'S1wnt 10 spetioll 7(c) of t.his "\ct;
(H) ill:1! r)I(' fll!" l'J"o(lod c(JlItai1) oj' j: ('''mIHI. ('d 01' 1I:'"t1 1'111", ,,- 11('11 :'\1(' 11 is tlw 1"1('(:

IC! 11\;, t1w 1'111" 1IJ'o(111("t r011t,\;JlS or is ('O'll"OSI'd of !11('.\\:11('11 tll' cl1 or (\ihcrw!sc

artifil'alJ ' ('010H' () fill': wlH'n such is the fad; 

, .

(D) t11"t t11( fur prorllJrt is cOIl)Jose(1 in whole Oi' in ulJstaIltilll pnd of IJa\\
tails. Lw11ies. or waste fur , wllt;n S11Cl1 is tlH' faet;

(E) thl' n:11n(' amJ addrt;o;s of t)l(' pcr oJl issning l1dl invoke;
(F) the IJ:une of thc c01l1try of origin of any importetl fnn Ol' those eontnined

1! a fUT pro(l1Jet;

(2) if S11eh inyoicp ('()Iltnino; the nanw or nam('s of "ny nnimal 01' :luima1.s other than
the name or 1Hl1J1es f;jwdfied in varagrnplJ (I) (A) of this suhSf:ctiOJl , or contains any
form of miSrrnl"'H'ntatioJl or drception , tlii'N:tly or hy implicat!oJI , witl1 l'' spect to
sue)j fur product or fur.

Sec. 10. (Ii) It shnJ1 lw l1JJnwfuJ for any person to fllrnis1J , with TI'Sjwct to any
fur (Jrod11ct or fw' , a f:J1se _ narH!lt - (e):('cpt a jHOrson rel iJjg 11/)011 n ;"lInranty to tile
same l'ffe(:t recriyed in o()d fnith sjg nclJ h ' Ilnd containing t1w !ll1me ant\ 1dtlr('ss of
tl1( pl'1"son rl':idin;. in the Unjtf (1 States by whom the fill' l)rlJlJU(:t or fur guaranteed
was manl1f,ldurl'11 or from whom it was recpived) ,dtll rr:Jsoll to bc1i!'vc the fur
pro(lll(" (lJ" I'll!" 1';11,,1'1\ ).11;1!"Jltee:l Il:t.\ 1)( iJl!!:(I(Jnce(l, :,old, t\'a!lportf'11 , or (lislrihnted

in ('ummf'J"(:(" :tlld HII\' \llr"OU \yho violates the IJl' oyisioJl; of Ods sllhs( ction is g-llilty
of :111 Imfni!. mH.llOd of ('ompetition , :lnrJ an unfair or (1eeeptive ad or pr:1eliee , in

eonlJne1'(' p within till' JIH':l:jing of the 1, (lpra\ '11':1(le Commission Act.
Transcript rpfl' r('\I:C' :He nhhrcI'iatl'(I '11'. 1111(J Commission h!bits , ex.
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the Commission by the undersigned , was denied by the Commission
by order dated February 21, 1970.

Great Lakes 1iIlk Association , on February 26 , 1970, filed a peti-
tion to intervene on the certiiication. Its application was not re-
ceived until after the Commission had acted,

Both parties at first agreed that there were unusual circumstances
requiring hearings in VVashington , D.C" and Cleveland, Ohio, on
lvlarch 16 and 18 , 1970, The unusual circumstances were later amelio-
rated. By order dated ::larch 5 , 1970 , and based on consent, an for-
ma! hearings were scheduled for March 16, 1970 , at 'Washington

C. I-Icarings Wl re thcreaftcr rescheduled for J\Iarch 25 , 1970 , at 1'C-

sponc!e,nts ' request due to the peremptory setting of a civil eourt
case for respondents ' attorney in New York , New York.

On :March 24, tB70, in the afternoon, respondents' cOllnsel in a

three-way telephone conversation stated that he and his clients
would not appear at the hearings.

The I-Iearings

I-Iearings were convened at Uoom 7314 , 1101 Pennsylvania Ave-
lUle N,V. \Vashington , D. : at 10 A.J , 1\larch 2;") , 1970 , and 'iVore

conc1uded at, 1 

:;-

W P. NT. the same day. Six witnesses were called and

12 exhibits were received in evidence.
Two retail fur dealers doing business jn Washington , D. , each

identified invoices from respondents evidencing the shipment of
furs, and they also idcntificd thc J"bcls Rttaehcd to such furs. Each
1 cst.fied th:lt neither the furs nor the documents had been altered.
Each also testified that sample h"irs had heen extracted from these
gal'l1pnts by an investigator for the Commission and had been
pIaeed by the investlgator in an envelope a,nd sealed in the presence

of the retailer. The illvestjgator testified that he had transmitted the
invoices and the envelopes to the Bureau of Text, ilcs and Furs of the
Federal Trade Commission for testing-. Custody was accounted for
by a statement from the attorney who had received them and had
turned them over to the Jaboratory. Thereafter, two laboratory tech-
nicians testified on the basis of their test reports (CX 3 , 8 , 36) that
they had tested the hairs and had found the presence of an organic
dye est.ablishing that the descriptions contained on the labels , (CX
, (5, alld 34, ) and on the invoices (CX 1 , 5 , and 33) were incorrect.

The invoices (GX 1 , ;) and 33) contain the statement thata continu-
ing guarant.ee of compliance wit.h the Fur Products Labeling Act
has been filed with the Federal Trade Commission. The custodian of
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the records of continuing guarantees testified that no snch guarantee
had ever heenfiled by respondents.
After hearing the testimony described, the hearing examiner

statcd that additional evidence would be cumulative. Accordingly,
complaint counsel did not offer prehearing exhibits marked for iden-
tification and numbered 9-32 and 37-4.

At the conclusion of the hearing, complaint counsel waived the

filing of proposed fidings.

Basis 01 Decision

On the testimony and the exhibits to which reference has been
made as the principal supporting items of evidence and on his obser-
vation of the demeanor of the witnesses called by complaint counsel

respondents ' having declined to appear , the hearing examiner makes
the following findings of fact, conclusions and order:

:FINDINGS OF J1' ACT

1. Respondent M. Reiner & S011S , Inc., is a corporation organized
exisbng and doing business under and by virtue of the Jaws of the
State of New York. (Admitted.

2. Respondents J 1Ck .L Reiner and Seymour Reiner are offcers of
the corporate respondent. They formulate, direct and control the
acts, practices and policies of the said corporate respondent includ-
ing those hereinafter set forth. (Admitted.

3. R.espondents an?, manufaeturers of fur products with their offce
and principal place of business located at 315 Seventh A venue, New
York, New York. (Admitted.

4. Respondents are now , and for some time last past have been en-
gag-ed in the introduetion into commerce, and in the manufacture
for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising, and of-
fering 1'or sale in commerce , and in the transportation and distdbu-
tion in commerce, of fur products; and have manufacturcd for sale
sold , advertised, offered for sale, transported and distribnted fur
products which have been made in whole or in part of furs which
have been 8hi pped and recci vcc1 in commerce , as the terms "com-
mcree

" "

fur" and "fur product" are defined in the Fur Products
Labeling Act. (Admitted.

5. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that they were
falsely and deceptively label cd to show that fur contained therein
was natural , when in fact such fur was pointed, bleached , dyed, tip-
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dyed , or othprwise al'tifieia.Lly colored , ill violation of Sed, ion 1- (1) of
the Fur Produds Labeling Act. (eX 4, G , 3-1; ex 3 , 8 , 36.

6. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that they wen
not labeled as requircd under the pl'ovi::ions of Section 1(2) of the
Fur Products Labe!ing- Aet and in the manner and form prescribed
by the H,nlcs ftlld Upglllations promnJgatcd thereunder. (eX 4, 6

34.
7. -L "-Ilong slleh misbranded fnr products, but not limited thereto

were fur products wit.h labels whieh failed to disclose that th(~ IU1'

('o!1(-aincd in t, hc JlIr products 'vas bl(,iceJH , dyed , or otherwise arti-
ficially colorrL1, when s1!ch was the fact. (CX 1 , G , :\4; CX :i , H , 36.

8. Ccrtain of sa.id fur products were falsely and deceptively in-
voiced by t.he rcspondents in that they were not invoiced as required
by Scetion 5(b) (1) of tlw Fur Products L"bcliug: Aet "nd the Hules
and Regulations promulgated unclm' ::uch Act. (CX 1 , 5, 33; ex ;1

3G.

D. Among slIch falsely and deceptively invoiced fuT' products , but
not limited thm.eto, wm'e fllr products covered by invoices which
failed to dise10se that the fur cont.ained ill the :fur products was
bleached, d Cd, Of" othel'\Vis( artificially colol' (l. whcn such was t.he

c -,-, 'Y -, 0 -'- ac ' J. , d

, ,),); 

J':"' 

,), () , ,)).

10. Certain 01 said fill' produds ,vere falsely and d( ceptin Jy in-
voiced in that said fill" products wcn invoiced to show that the fur

conta:inpd (,herein was natura , when in fact slich fur v,ms pointed
bJeadlcd , dye(l , tip-dyed 01' otlwrwise artificially colored , in violation
of Section 5(b) (2) of tbe Fur Proc1w:ts L"br:1ing Act. (CX 1, G , mJ;

-, 0 9-''- d , D

, ,,).

11. Hesponclent,s furnished false guaranties llndm. Section lO(h) of
the Fur Products Lnbcling Ad, ,vith respc( t to certain of their fur

proc1ueJs by :falseJy l"PJ)lPscnting in writing that respondent,s had a
continuing gllHl':tnty on file with the Fedprnl Tracl(- Commission
when respondent.s in furnishing s11ch gnnrant1ps had aSOJl t.o be-
lieve that t1w fur products so ialsnly gWlra.ntcud would be intro-
duced , sold , transported a.nd distl'ihutc d in commcl'CC, in violat.ion of
Rule 118(c) of said Rilles and Regulations under the Fur Products
Labeling .\et and Sect i OJl 10 (b) of said Act. (CX 1 , 0 , in.

COKCLUSTOKS

1. The Feth ral Tra,cle Cornmission has jurisdiction over UlC rc-

spondent. and over the subject matter of this proceeding.
2. The acts and practices of the respondents as found in the fincl-
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ino' s of fact hereinabove set forth are in violation of the Fur Prod-
nets Labeling Ad and the H,ules and Hegulations promulgated
t.hereunder and eonstitute unfair methods of competition and unfair
and c1eccpt.v( acts and pract.ices ill connneree under the Federal
Trade Commission Act.

3. The following order should issue:

ORD1.-

It 18 oTdered That respondents )1. I-teiner &, Sons, Inc. , a corpora-
tion , and its offcers, Jlncl Jack J. _RciIH r and Seymonr Reiner, illdi
vidually and as officcrs of said corporation , and respondents ' rcpre
sentatives , ag(~nts and employees , dil'eetly 01' through any corporate
or othel' dcvic( , in connedion with the introc1uetioll , or manufacturc
for introclndion , into commerce, or the sale , advertising or offering
for sale in eornmeree, or the transportation or distribution in com-

merce, of any fnr prO(hlCt; or in connection with the manufacture
for sale, sale, ach-crtising, ofl'ering for sale, tram.,portation or distri-
bution of any flll' pl'Oclll( t \vhich is made in whole or in part of fur
whic,h lws been shipped and l'ec( ivec1 in commerce, as the terInS

C01l1llejT,

" "

fur" alul u ful" prodnct" are defincd ill the Fur Prod-
ucts Labehng Ad, do Jortlnvith cease and desist frorn:

A... l\lisbraJHling Jnl' prodncts by:
1. _Heprc!:enting directly Ol' by impJication , on Jabels that

the :fnr contained in nny fllr product js natural \vhen the
rUl. coutn,ined thercin is pointed, bleached , dyed , tip-dyed
or otJlel'Ivisc artificially coloreel.

2. Failing to affx l tbels to Jm. products showing in
words mHl in figures plainly legible dl of the information
l'equ_ ed to be disclosml by each of the subsections of Sec-

tion 4(2) of the Ful' Products I,abeling Act.
B. Falsely OJ' deeeptin ly invoicing Jur produets by:

1. Failing to :furnish invoices, as the term " illvoiee" is de-
fined in the - ur Products Labeling Act , showing in words
andfignres plainly kgible a11 the information required to be
disclosed by "ach of ihe subsections of Seetion 5 (b) (1) of
the Fur Products LabcJing Act.

2. Hepresenting, directly or by impliC ltion, on invoices
that the fu1' cont.ained in the ful' products is natural when
sueh inr is pointed, blea;ched , dyed, tip-dyed , or otherwise
artificially colored.
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It;, further ordered That respondents M. Reincr & Sons , Inc., a
corporation, and its offcers, and Jack T. Reiner and Seymour
Reiner, individually and as offcers of said corporation , and respond-
ents ' representatives , agents and employees, directly or through any
corporate or other device , do forthwith cease and desist from fur-
nishing a false guaranty that any fur product is not rnisbrandcd

falsely invoiced or falsely advertised when thc respondents havc rea-
son to believc that such fur product may be introduced , sold, trans-
ported, or distributed in commerce.

It i8 further ordered That the respondent corporation shall forth-
with distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating
divisions.

It i8 further m'dered That the respondents herein shalI , 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 of their compliance with this order.

ORDEH ADOPTIKG INITIAL DECISION

No appeal fr01n the initial decision of the hearing examiner hav-
ing been filed, but the COll1mission having stayed the effective date
of thc initial decision by its own order of April 29, 1970, pending
proof of service thereof and in order to determine whether said ini-
tial decision constitutes an adequate disposition of this case; and

Proof of service of the iIlitial decision having been received and
the Commission having determined that the initial decision entered
by the hearing examiner on March 01, 1970 , adequately disposes of
the issues in this case:

It is ordered That the initial decision of the hearing exauliner be

and it hereby is, adopted as the decision of the Commission.

IN THB fA'l"rER UF

DAVID A. LEVENTHAL, INC. , ET AL.

CONSI NT ORDBR , ETC. , IN REGAHD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION O
THE n;DERAL 'rRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR I' HODUCTS

LABELING ACTS

Docket C-1752. Complaint , June 24, 1970-Decision, Junc :24. 1970

Consent order requiring a 1\ew York City manufacturing furrier to cease
falsely invoicing its fur products.


